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To  the  Actin/3-Chancellor  and 

To  the  Members  of  the  University  Assembly'         "■'• 


This  week  the  Cajiipus  Impact  Study  Group  completed  its  work 
recommendirjg'  a  campus  response  to  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point 
Task  Force  Report.  The  Study  Group  was  established  jointly  by  the 
Acting -Chancellor  and  the  University  Assembly  to  make  recommendations 
concerning  the  issues  raised  in  the  Task  Force  Report. 

I  ajn  hereby  transmitting  our  report  to  the  Acting-Chancellor 
and  the  University  Assembly.   It  is  my  understanding  that  it  will 
be  reviewed  at  the  Assembly  meetings  on  April  19  and  26,  and  the 
Study  Group  v/ill  seek  its  adoption  at  that  time.  In  the  meantime, 
the  Acting-Chancellor  will  consider  the  proposals  of  the  Study  Group 
and  will  prepare  his  recommendations  to  the  President  and  the  Trustees 
of  the  University.  "'  '   .     -U 

I  further  understand  that  the  Acting-Chancellor  T.d.ll  transmit 
the  Study  Group  Report,  the  disposition  of  the  Assembly  and  his 
recommendations  to  the  President  and  to  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point 
Task  Force  during  the  first  week  in  May.  During  the  month  of  May, 
the  President's"  Office  and  the  Trustees  will  consider  the  campus  pro- 
posals and  recommendations . 

Moreover,  President  Wood  has  indicated  that  the  Trustee 
Committee  on  University/Community  Relations  will  hold  an  open  meeting 
in  May  concerning  issues  and  recommendations  related  to  the  move  to 
Coliunbia  Point.  Representatives  from  both  the  campus  community  and 
resident  community  may  wish  to  speak  at  this  meeting.   It  is  expected 
that  the.  Board  of  Trustees  at  their  June  6  meeting  will  take  initial 
action  on  the  campus  recommendations  and  issues  raided  by  the  Dorchester- 
Columbia  Point  Task  Force. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  my  appreciation 
to  those  members  of  the  Study  Group  who  took  their  charge  seriously 
and  who  worked  with  extreme  diligence  under  great  pressure  of  time. 
They  deserve  commendation  for  their  special  service  to  the  University. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The  Campus  Impact  Study  Group  was  created  jointly  by  Acting 
Chancellor  William  R.   Hamilton,   Jr.  ,    and  the  University  Assembly 
in  January  1973,    for  the  purpose  of  developing  an  appropriate  response 
to  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Task  Force  Report.     It  was  also 
instructed  to  examine  and  make  recommendations  about  how  tlie  University 
might  come  to  gi'ips  with  various  issues  raised  by  the  Task  Force  Report. 

The  Campus  Impact  Study  Group  (hereafter  referred  to  as  CISC)  is 
composed  of  nine  faculty  members,    eleven  administrative  officers,    and 
ten  students.      Beginning  on  February  8,    we  met  frequently  for  the  next 
seven  weeks.     During  this  time,   the  CISC  consulted  with  a  number  of 
University  officials  as  well  as  the  Dorchester -Columbia  Point  Task  Force 
and  commissioned  research  on  student  growth  projection  estimates  from 
the  Educational  Planning  Office.      All  CISC  meetings,    with  the  exception 
of  one  lengthy  v/orking  session,   were  open  to  the  public  and  advertised 
in  the  student  newspaper  and  the  University  Bulletin. 

Our  first  task  was  to  establish  a  usefxil  division  of  labor.     Adliering 
closely  to  our  directive,    the  CISC  divided  into  three  separate  subcommittees, 
centered  on  questions  of  transportation,   educational  and  employment  policy, 
and  housing.      Created  in  response  to  the  crisis  of  the  moment,   the  above 
division  of  labor  seemed  to  make  good  sense.     As  discussions  progressed, 
however,    the  CISC  found  itself  wanting  to  explore  a  broader  range  of 
issues,   but  that  path  was  wisely  resisted.     Suffice  to  say  that  we  inter- 
preted our  charge  narrowly  and  did  not  stray  too  far  from  the  scope  of 
inquiry  raised  by  the  Task  Force  Report.      It  should  be  noted  at  the  outset 
that  this  document  assumes  a  reading  of  that  Report.     Otherwise,   what  we 
have  to  say  vail  be  difficult  to  understand. 

As  the  Task  Force  Report  and  other  documents  make  clear,    there 
can  be  little  doubt  that  the  presence  of  tlie  new  Boston  campus  will  cause 
serious  problems  for  many  people  living  in  the  neighborhoods  surrounding 
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Columbia  Point.      Some  of  tliese  problems  are  a  direct  result  of  tlie  public 
policy  decision  to  locate  the  University  there  as  a  non-residential  com- 
muter institution.      Others  arise  from  tlie  lack  of  coordinated  planning, 
competing  jurisdictions,   bureaucratic  procrastination,   and  the  political 
fragmentation  and  inertia  tliat  characterizes  much  of  contemporary  urban 
life.     Still  others  are  caused  by  social  and  economic  forces  unrelated  to 
the  University's  existence.      In  reality,    no  urban  institution  of  University 
of  Massachusetts/Boston's  (UJMB)  size  and  projected  growth  can  escape 
having  a  great  Impact,   favorable  or  unfavorable,   on  the  neigliborhood 
areas  which  surround  it. 

Nowhere  are  these  problems  more  glaring  or  more  pressing  than  in 
the  areas  of  housing  and  transportation.     According  to  one  popular  version, 
UMB  is  a  commuter  school  to  v;iiich  no  one  can  commute.      Despite  over- 
simplification and  distortion  of  the  facts,   there  is  a  certain  element  of 
truth  in  this  charge.      The  housing  problem  is  even  more  acute  than 
transpoitation.      No  simple  solutions  for  either  of  these  problems  are 
apparent.     In  truth,   the  complexity  of  the  machinery  by  which  we  move 
is  so  fragmented  that  people  sometimes  lose  sight  of  human  concerns.       - 
Moreover,    the  nature  of  the  problems  that  beset  the  new  campus  are  not 
ones  that  will  yield  easily  to  instant  remedies  as  magic  panaceas.      The 
causes  of  the  most  serious  problems  are,   for  the  most  part,   to  be  found 
in  forces  that  UMB  as  an  educational  institution  is  legally  unable  to  alter 
or  reverse.     Granted  this  is  not  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  plight  of  the 
commiuilty,   but  it  is  an  indispensable  first  step  in  understanding  the 
complex  realities  of  the  situation. 

Nevertheless,   the  CISG  believes  that  more  can  be  done  to  anticipate 
the  consequences  of  the  University's  actions  or  inactions  and  to  settle  at 
least  provisionally  upon  certain  criteria  or  guidelines  for  deciding  how  to 
cope  with  those  consequences  and  the  prol^lems  they  entail.      Increasingly, 
it  has  become  clear  that  many  elements  of  the  community- -neighborhood 
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organizations,    tenant  groups,    and  ci^nc  associations-are  demanding  that 
tlie  University  accept  responsibility  for  some  of  the  consequences  of  its 
presence.      Tlixough  their  elected  representatives  and  other  leaders,    these 
groups  have  ir:dicated  that  they  expect  the  University  to  act  as  an  enlightened 
employer,    educator,    and  neigiibor.      If  noticing  else,    a  legitimate  concern  for 
its  own  self-interest  should  lead  the  University  to  reflect  seriously  and  act 
positively  on  tlie  obligations  of  its  urban  citizenship.     One  of  the  first 
priorities  should  be  to  clarify  UMB's  intentions,   because  unless  these', 
intentions  are  made  more  clear,    they  will  be  increasingly  misinterpreted 
and  misunderstood.  '    •■ 

Whatever  its  potential  for  good  or  bad  in  Dorchester,   one  thing  is 
certain--tiie  University  cannot  proceed  alone  to  correct  all  the  maladjustments. 
The  University  is  too  insufficiently  staffed  and  inadequately  organized  to 
respond  in  a  deliberate,    timely,   and  constructive  fashion  to  certain  com- 
munity demands.     If  UMB  is  to  make  a  minimal  negative  impact,    it  will 
require  the  speedy  and  concerted  cooperation  of  various  agencies  in  both  the 
public  and  private  sectors  as  well  as  University-initiated  action.     As  we 
shall  argue  later,    those  involved  include  all  the  parties-at-interest  who  ■ 
helped  make  the  decision  to  locate  UMB  at  Columbia  Point.      . 

Additionally,  we  should  make  clear  that,   although  we  fully  understand 
that  the  fears  and  anxieties  of  community  people  have  been  heightened  by 
tlieir  witnessing  the  construction  of  massive  buildings  on  the  site,   the 
reality  of  the  Columbia  Point  campus,;  involving  as  it  does  a  vast  expenditure 
of  state  funds,    cannot  be  ignored.      Hindsight  %visdom  and  the  Future  of  the 
University  Committee  tells  us  that  the  idea  of  the  "dispersed  university" 
may  have  avoided  some  of  the  problems  we  now  face,    but  tlie  question 
presently  before  us  is  how  to  maximize  the  positive  aspects  of  these  past 

decisions. 

One  final  introductory  comment  is  in  order.     Our  report  does  not 
pretend  to  be  exliaustivc  or  comprehensive.      There  is  almost  no  reference 
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to  the  total  favorable  impact  wliich  the  University  will  have  on  the 
Dorchester  community'  in  terms  of  low  cost  educational  opportunities, 
purchasing  power,    cultural  influence,    and  so  on.      Tliere  are  several 
other  questions  v/e  might  have  dealt  with:     for  example,   the  sharing  of 
athletic  and  other  University  facilities  as  a  positive  gestiure  of  "good 
community  relations.  "     But  to  attempt  to  cover  tliese  areas  would  have 
taken  us  beyond  tlie  scope  of  our  charge  and  so -this  report  concentrates 
on  reducing  the  negative  impact  of  the  UMB'  move  to  Columbia  Point. 
As  our  report  makes  clear,   we  think  it  inadvisable  for  the  University  to 
move  to  its  Columbia  Point  campus  until  certain  recommendations  are 
met.      In  our  judgment,   this  means  that  regular  classes  should  not  be 
held  at  the  new  campus  until  January  1974.  '       .      ■  • 

Clearly,   a  wider  range, of  consultations  and  more  extensive  research 
would  have  been  desirable  if  time  had  permitted.     Witliout  brooding  about 
it,   we  should  state  that  we  faced  an  extremely  tight  tinie  schedule.      In 
order  not  to  delay  the  release  of  information  gathered  and  the  sharing  of 
vie^^'point  formed  during  a  hectic  seven  week  period  nor  to  deny  our  report 
the  benefit  of  discussion  at  the  earliest  opportunity  with  all  interested 
.  parties,   we  have  decided  to  submit  the  document  in  its  present  form. 
Without  wanting  to  extend  our  life  span  Indefinitely,   we  urge  that  the 
Chancellor  and  the  University  Assembly  give  our  document  wide  circulation 
within  the  University  and  the  Dorchester  community,   and  that  the  CISC 
not  be  discharged  of  its  duties  immediately  but  be  allowed  to  remain  in 
existence  until  the  end  of  the  present  academic  year  for  the  purpose  of 
receiving  comments  "on 'the  report,   joining  in  di-cussions  of  it,   and  offering 
possible  revisions  and  additions. 

Finally,   if  our  report  reflects  a  bias  in  any  way,    it  is  admittedly  a 
bias  for  institutional  concern  and  survival.      The  University  is  first  and 
foremost  a  center  of  learning  and  free  inquiry.      If  that  fact  is  completely 
lost,    we  will  undoubtedly  fail  in  our  primary  mission.      Though  we  under- 


ytand  the  rcisony  why  a  university  might  he  reluctant  to  play  a  major 
role  in  solving  contemporary  urban  problems,    nonetliclcsH,    It  cannot 
simply  ignore  them  or  liope  that  Ihcy  will  eventually  disappear.      At 
times,    University  objectives  will  no  doi±)t  conflict  with  those  of  the 
community.      Ultimately,    it  will  be  necessary  for  the  University  and  the 
community  to  resolve  such  conflicts  and  decide  on  an  appropriate  balance 
between  University  'needs  and  community  expectations.      Tlie  fruit  of  our 
deliberations  upon  some  of  these  issues  follows.      It  is  not  intended  as 
mere  lip  ser\ace  or  as  a  public  relations  document.      On  the  contrary, 
it  not  only  responds  to  the  questions  raised  by  the  Task  Force,    but  it 
also  begins  to  identify  and  open  up  major  new  areas  that  should  concern 
an  urban  university.      We  recognize,    of  course,    that  solutions  to  these 
problems  are  extremely  complicated,    and  tliat  some  of  our  recommendations 
may  have  to  be  modified  in  the  process  of  execution. 


Richard     A.      Hogarty 
Chairman 


TRANSPORTATION  .        ' 

Tlie  CI^G  has  accepted  the  general  analysis  and  recommendations 
of  the  Dorchester- Columbia  Point  Task  Force  concerning  transportation 
as  botli  accurate  and  reasonable.    By  and  large,  our  deliberation  centered 
about  ways  in  wliich  these  recommendations  could  be  implemented  with 
greater  sj^ecificity  and  detaU.    In  many  instances,  we  have  recommended 
approaches  not  present  in  the  Task  Force  Report,  but  which  basically 
support  and  strengthen  the  intent  of  the  Task  Force  recommendations. 
Although  detailed  recommendations  appear  later,  the  following  comments 
are  directed  specifically  toward  tlie  Dorchester- Columbia  Point  Task  Force 
Report  recommendations. 

The  University  is  currently  negotiating  for  bus  service  to  the  campus. 
The  University  is  encouraged  to  use  its  parking  fees  to  finance  sufficient 
service  capacity  and  to  subsidize  commuter  fares.    The  latter  approach 
would  reduce  commuter  costs  and  so  make  mass  transit  a  more  desirable 
means  of  access  to  the  campus.    Tlie  University  is  also  encouraged  to  . 
explore  the  possi'  ility  of  chartering  a  private  carrier  to  operate  tlie 
shuttle  ser\dce  so  tliat  the  University'  could  have  a  more  direct  hand  in 
managing  the  shuttle  service  and  tlius  develop  a  more  efficient  and  sensitive 
shuttle  bus  system.    The  University  should  provide  excess  shuttle  bus 
capacity  initially  to  contend  with  unpredictable  commuter  patterns.    An 
analysis  of  the*  parking  fee  income  indicates  that  there  would  be  sufficient 
funds  available  to  finance  excess  shuttle  bus  capacity. 

Because  expansion  from  the  initial  opening  enrollment  of  the  University 
at  Columbia  Point  will  not  occur  until  fall,  1976,  at  the  earliest,  the  University 
will  have  two  or  three  years  to  investigate  its  transportationpolicies  and 
capacity.    This  time  is  sufficient  for  both  the  community  and  University  to 
analyze  the  transportation  system  and  to  prepare  for  a  more  permanent 
system  as  discussed  below.    It  is  recommended  that  the  University  and  . 
community  conduct  joint  planning  sessions  which  will  serve  to  collectively 
revie\y  the  impact  of -University  transportation  policies  and  to  recommend 
modifications  in  tliese  policies. 

Tlie  University  should  support  the  concept  of  construction  of  a  mass 
transit  connection  to  tlie  campus.    This  link  must  be  viewed  \vithin  tlie  con- 
text of  commuting  convenience  and  time,  not  solely  in  terms  of  peak  capacity 


requirements.     Tlie  limitation  of  llie'  student  body  to  12,  500,  and  re- 
duction of  peak  usage  through  class  scheduling  may  v/ell  discredit  a 
mass  transit  link  from  purely  a  capacity  point  of  view.    The  University 
should  not  rely  exclusively  upon  the  Vollmer  Report  as  a  basis  for 
planning  n  mass  transit  link  because  it  does  not  adequately  take  into 
account  access  to  the  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project  or  linkage  to  the 
circumferential  mass  transit  route  recently  proposed  by  Governor 
Francis  Sargent  in  a  plan  to  reduce  impact  on  tlie  arterial  system. 

The  University  should  explore  a  variety  of  approaches  aimed  at 
encouraging  mass  transit  use  over  the  automobile.    In  addition  to  high 
parlcing  fees,  tlie  University  should  explore  subsidization  of  mass  transit 
fares,  establishment  of  a  stop  on  the  Quincy  Line  at  Columbia  Road  and 
subsidized  parking  at  outlying  KffiTA  parking  lots.    Because  neither  park- 
ing fee  income  nor  commuting  patterns  %vill  stabilize  for  at  least  six    ■ 
months,  if  3\ot  more,  any  of  tJie  specific  approaches  mentioned  above 
should  not  be  instituted  until  adequate  and  meaningful  commuting  pattern 
data  is  collected.    The  University  should  increase  planning  capacity  by 
establishing  an  Office  of  Transportation  to  assist  in  tliis  analysis  and 
planning.    This  office,  wMch  should  preferably  employ  students,  should 
have  as  its  primary  function  shuttle  bus  scheduling;,  transportation 
education,  and  ride-placement/consolidation.    Commitment  to  ongoing 
planning  and  analysis  of  transportation  issues  is  a  fundamental  recom- 
mendation of  the  transportation  recommendation  contained  herein. 

The  University  should  increase  its  efforts. to  secure  12  million 
dollars  for  a  permanent  mass  transit  link  through  its  capital  budget 
requests.    This  request  was  submitted  by  the  Boar^  of  Trustees  in 
March,  1973. 

The  University  should  discourage  private  automobile  use  by  charg- 
ing a  uniformly  liigh  parking  fee.    This  high  fee  in  addition  to  the  ride  " 
matching  service  performed  by  the  proposed  Office  of  Transportation 
will  encourage  car  pools.    THie  University  should  not  build  any  additional 
parking  spaces  beyond  tlie  2,  800  currently  buUt  or  in  design  until  com- 
muting patterns  and  their  impact  are  fully  analyzed. 


3.  To  facilitate  traffic  flow  in  and  out  of  the  parldng  lot,  tlie  University 
should  consider  issuing  parking  stickers  on  an  annual  or  semester  basis 
for  tiiose  days  school  is  in  session. 

4.  All  veliicles  should  be  admitted  free  of  charge  after  6:00  p.m.  Monday 
through  Friday.     Faculty  and  student  utilization  of  the  campus  facilities 
during  tlie  evening  should  not  be  discouraged  by  a  parking  fee.    Admission 
on  Saturdays  should  also  be  allowed  free  of  charge  on  an  experimental 
basis.    If  it  is  found  tliat  campus -g-enerated  Saturday  traffic  has  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  road  system  to  and  from  Columbia  Point,  a  parking  fee  should 
be  considered.    Admission  on  Sundays  and  academic  holidays  should  be 
free  of  charge.  ■ 

5.  Income  from  the  operation  of  the  parking  lot  should  be  used  to  sub- 
sidize public  transportation  systems  which  provide  access  to  tlie  Columbia 
Point  Campus.    Initially  this  income  should  be  used  to  support  an  interim 
shuttle  bus  between  tlie  campus  and  MBTA  service  points  (see  Mass  Trans- 
portation).  Any  income  over  and  above  shuttle  bus  costs  should  be  allocated 
on  the  basis  of  on-going  analysis  of  the  University's  transportation  needs 
(see  Planning). 

6»  Motorcycles  should  be  admitted  to  the  parking  garage  at  a  lesser  rate 
than  that  for  automobiles.    Free  parking  in  racks  located  inside  the  garage 
should  be  provided  for  bicycles. 

7,  At  the  conclusion  of  the  first  semester  at  Columbia  Point,  the  Ujiiver- 
sity  should  implement  an  on-going  review  of  parking  policies  as  outlined 
in  the  Planning  section  of  this  report.  .  . 

•  > 

B.  Off-Campus  Parking 

A  high  parking  fee  in  the  campus  lot  will  not  sufficiently  limit  the 
use  of  private  vehicles  or  encourage  the  use  of  public  transportation 
unless  parking  in  the  surrounding  neighborhoods  is  also  effectively  cur- 
tailed.   It  is  therefore  important  that  UMB  join  with  local  community 
groups  and  municipal  agencies  in  discouraging  neigliborhood  parking  by 
students  and  University  personnel.    To  implement  and  facilitate  this 
cooperative  effort,  we  recommend  that: 

1.   Members  of  adjoining  communities  be  informed  of  tlie  availability 
of  parking  dccals  at  local  police  stations  and  be  urged  to  display  those   •  .• 
decals  on  tlicir  parked  vehicles.  ,  .,■ 
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2.  Tlic  University  and  communities  join  to: 

a.  Insure  the  re-zoning  of  neighboring  areas  wltli  a  view 
to  a  substantial  fine  for  parking  violations, 

b.  Secure  the  most  effective  enforcement  of  traffic  regulations 
possible  from  botli  the  MDC  and  tlia' Boston  Police. 

3.  Tlie  University  examine  its  role  in  the  utilization  of  off- campus  parking 
facilities,  especially  lots  in  the  vicinity  of  MBTA  stations  in  the  Dorchester/ 
Columbia  Point  area. 

4.  A  U^'IB  policy  concerning  utilization  of  presently  uj^jsed  parking  facilities 
at  theBayside  Shopping  Mall  be  articulated. 

We  urge  the  University  to  move  in  these  areas  as  rapidly  as  possible 
jm  order  to  seek  reasonably  effective  solutions  by  the  opening  date  for  the 
new  campus.  • 

Mass  Transportation-  — -- ^ 

Tliis  following  recommendations  are  aimed  at  making  transit  use 
as  desirable  and  as  adaptable  as  possible  to  the  needs  of  tlie  UMB  commu- 
nity.   To  this  end  the  University  should  consider  an  extended  effort  to        - 
insure  a  viable  alternative  to  the  use  of  private  vehicles  and/or  massive 
student  migration  into  Dorchester.    It  may  be  advisable  to  pay  for 
greater  than  necessary  capacity  on  the  proposed  shuttle  bus  service 
rather  than  garnble  on  a  projected  demand  which  cannot  be  acai  rately 
pinpointed  at  this  time.    It  is  felt  that  the  ideas  outlined  her  provide 
for  maximum  flexibility  at  the  greatest  dollar  value  in  the  face  of  un- 
known demand.  ' 

A.  Operations 

Surface  buses  should  be  run  to  tliose  rapid  transit  points  afford- 
ing the  best  connections,  utilization  of  existing  T  service,  and  terminal 
facilities.    The  University  should  also  consider  expanded  distribution 
to  those  points  in  tlie  Boston  area  where  service  would  be  justified  by 
demand  and  passenger  convenience  (see  Planning).  As  stated  above,  it 
is  recommended  tliat  some  excess  capacity  be  provided  initially  to  allow 
for  contingencies  and  as  a  margin  for  approximated  projections. 

B.  Equipment 


To  insure  maximum  operating  flexibiliDy'  and  the  highest  degree  of 
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cost  efflcicncy,  it  is  recommended  that  buses  be  chartered  on  a  com- 
petitive basis.    Chartering  would  afford  tlie  University  the  greatest 
operational  control  as  well  as  a  measure  of  planning  and  fiscal  autonomy. 

C.   Fares  ■  ■ 


It  is  recommended  tliat  bus  operations  be  paid  for  by  parking 
income  and  that  no  fare  be  collected  on  the  bus  shuttle.    The  University 
should  consider  subsidizhig  T  Rapid  Transit  fares  and  study  additional 
financial  incentives  for  utilization  of  mass  transit.    Such  subsidization, 
and  incentives  might  be  implemented  with  the  aid  of  possible  surplus 
income  from  campus  parking  operations; 


D.  Ride  Pooling  '  '     .  , 

The  University  encourages  ride  pooling  as  a  technique  to  reduce 
the  number  of  automobiles  requiring  access  to  the  University  and  in  so 
doing  reduce  congestion  on  local  streets  Therefore,  the  University 
should  seek  to  minimize  hazards  to  riders  and  drivers  alike  and  maxi- 
mize  possibilities  for  moving  people  through  the  surrounding  transpoj  ■■ 
tation  network  as  efficiently  as  possible.  In  that  spirit,  we  recommend 
the  following: 

1.  An  on-campus  rider  zone  be  set  aside  and  equipped  with  foul 
weather  shelters.    There  is  an  ideal  area  for  such  a  zone  just  outside  the 
parking  facility.    It  will  require  no  major  modifications. 

2.  The  University  develop  a  student-commuter  matching  service 
and  a  car  identification  system. 


Road  System-  '     '•     '. 

Tlicre  has  been  very  little  analysis  of  present  traffic  patterns  but 
there  are  good  indications  that  parts  of  the  road  system  leading  to  the 
Columbia  Point  Campus  are  currently  over-loaded.    Class  scheduling 
and  approval  signature  will  assist  in  minimizing  the  problem  but  only 
drastic  restructuring  of  the  arterial  system  and  encouragement  of  mass 
triahsit  use  will  result  in  a  more  satisfactory  long-term  solution. 
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A'.   Lonr;-Term  Requirements^ 

^Insofar  as  congestion  does  and  will  continue  to  exist,  we  stress 

the  importance  of  certain  critical  long-term  requirements.    Tliese 
include  an  underpass  leading  from  the  southbound  lanes  of  Morrlssey  , 
Blvd.  directly  onto  tlie  campus  and  an  effective  mass  transit  system 
tying  tlie  latter  into  the  NIBTA  system.    Tlie  University  should  take  a 
firm  stand  against  the  abajidonment  of  the  underpass  until  a  more  sat- 
isfactory plan  and  commitment  is  obtained  from  tiie  MDC  and  DPW. 

B'.'  Short-Term  "Requirements  • 

Altliough  little  can  be  accomplished  to  improve  an  inadequate  road 
system  on  a  short-term  basis,  we  urge  'that  that  nevertheless. signi- 
ficant 'little"  be  undertaken  as  soon  as  possible.    It  is  essential  that 
the. University  and  its  neiglibors  initiate  an  energetic  cooperative  effort 
to  insure  the  installation  of  traffic  signals  at  the  following  key  points 
before  UI\1D  moves  to  Columbia  Point:  ,.     .  • 


1.  •    The  foot  of  Uie  Exit  17  (southbound)  ramp  off  the  Southeast 
Expressway,. including  left  turn  sigiialization  onto  Columbia  Road. 

2.  The  intersection  of  Morrissey  Blvd.  and  tlie  UMB  campus  access 
road,  including  soutlibound  left  turn  signalization. 

3.  Tlie  Freeport  St.  -Morrissey  Blvd.  interchange  and  access  ramp' 
onto  the  Southeast  Expressway  (northbound). 

C.  Cla"ss~  Scheduling  .         ~       .  '    .. 

aass  schedules  should  be  designed  to  minimize  student  and 
faculty  impact  on  tlie  transportation  patterns  in  the  community.    The 
schedule  proposed  for  1973-74  and  outlined  below  presents  the  times 
for  a  minimum' of  interference.    Qass  schedules  can  also  be  easily 
adjusted  after  the  first  semester  at  the  new  campus  if  certain  hours 
cause  undue  congestion  in  the  road  system  or  on  mass  transit. 

The  scheduling  proposed  for  1973-74  includes  two  time  sequences- 
one  Monday,  Wednesday  and  Friday  from  8:30  a.m.  to  6:30  p.m.,  the 
other  Tuesday  and  Tliursday  from  8:00  a.  m.  to  6:30  p.m.    Fifteen  per- 
cent or  less  of  tlie  student  body  (900  people  in  1973-74)  wiU  probably  be 
scheduled  for  the  8:00  and  8:30  a.m.  classes,  which  might  burden  the 
transportation  system  at  peak  hours.    The  greatest  number  of  students 


13 


(2,000  or  1/3  of  tlie  enrollment)  begin  attending  classes  at  9:30,  or  later 
than  the. commiitcjr, rush  hour.    Tlie  2:00  p.m.  classes  should  not  inter- 
fere witii  general  traffic  since  students  vAU  be  on  campus  before  the  Boston 
Glojae  and  Boston  College  High  School  begin  to  generate  peak  flow.    The 
campus  exodus  is  spread  over  the  day,  the  last  large  group  (less  than  1/3 
of  enrollment)  leavin^g  the  campus  at  4:00  p.m.  on  Monday,   Wednesday 
and  Friday  and  at  5:00  p.m.  on  Tuesday  and  Tliursday. 

D.  Security  ".  . 

Adequate  security  for  students  and  University  personnel  is  essential. 
Utilization  of  the  MBTA  and  otlier  means  of  public  transportation  will  not 
be  viewed  as  a  reasonable  alternative  to  driving  unless  sufficient  measures 
to  make  the  public  transportation  system  safe  are  taken.    We,  therefore, 
strongly  recommend  the  following:  - 

1.  The  University  should  assign  a  portion  of  its  seciirity  force  to  police  ' 

tiie  campus  parking  facilities  and  the  shuttle  bus  system.  Adequate 

security  should  be  provided  tliroughout  tlie  evening  hours. 

2.  The  University,  in  cooperation  with  the  MBTA  and  the  local  police, 
should  arrange  for  security  at  heavily  utilized  MBTA  access' pohi's  in 
the  Dorchester/Columbia  Point  area  and  especially  at  Columbia  Station. 

Planning 

Transpor-tationpattems  to  and  from  the  Columbia  Point  campus 
require  extensive  analysis  in  order  for  tlieir  implications  for  short- 
and  long-term  transportation  planning  to  be  determined.    Projections 
used  for  present  planning  are  based,  in  most  instances,  upon  1969  data 
heavily  influenced  by  commuting  patterns  at  Park  "Square.    Detailed  an-- 
alysis  of  the  new,  situation  at  Columbia  Point  is  a  must  if  tliere  is  to  be 
realistic  planning  for  the  future.     In  addition  to  longer  range  plamiing 
concerns  descril^ed  elsewhere,  we  therefore  recommend  that  the  follow- 
ing short-term  planning  considerations  be  reviewed  by  an  on-going  com- 
mittee  composed  of  University,  community  and  city  transportation  agency 
r  epre  s  en  tati  ve  s : 

1.  Analysis  of  UMB  commuting  patterns  based  on  the  Columbia  Point 
location  and  the  existing  transportation  system. 

2,  On-going  review  of  parking  policies  beguming  at  the  conclusion  of 
UMB's  first  semester  at  Columbia  Point,    lliis  review  should  be  conducted 


.-■ffloqcats/' 
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in  cooperation  witJi  tlie  proposed  Traffic  Coordination  Office  by  an  admln- 
istrative  body  (possibly  tliat  office  itself)  charged  with  overseeing  tlie 
University's  transportation  policies.     It  is  essential  that  decisions  about 
parking  be  linked  witli  and  justifiable  in  terms  of  tlie  University's  total 
transportation  policy.  ' 

3.  Off-campus  parking  regulations  and  the  effective  enforcement  of 
parking  regulations  in  the  high-impact  area. 

4.  The  following  points  should  constiXite  the  focus  of  planning  insofar 
as  mass  transportation  is  concerned  (see  Planning): 

a.  Alternative  bus  routes  and  the  feasibility  of  wide-area  pickup 
planning. 

b.  Service  requirements.  .      ■  >  . 
c.-  Cost  data  for  privately  chartered  buses.     ■ 


d.  Outlying  parking  sites  with  shuttle  service. 

e.  Analysis  of  existing  transit  facilities  in  terms  of  UMB  needs 
and  demands. 

f.  Tlie  scope  of  tlie  Traffic  Coordination  function  of  the  Office  of 

Transportation.  * 

Long-Term  Recommendations  " 

It  is  the  premise  of  this  report  that  a  mass  transit  system  providing 
inexpensive,  comfortable  and  rapid  access  to  the  Columbia  Point  campus 
from  all  sections  of  the  metropolitan  area  is  essential  to  minimize  the 
housing  and  automobile  impact  of  the  UMB  community  on  surrounding 
neighborhoods.    To  this  end,  in  addition  to  and  as  a  continuation  of  short- 
term  planning  considerations,  the  following  recommendations  are  made: 
A.     Mass  Transit  Link  Between  Columbia  Station  (MBTA)  and  Campus. 

Tliere  is  a  need  for  an  efficient  off- grade  means  of  transporting 
people  from  Columbia  Station  to  the  campus.    This  link  should  be  designed 
in  consideration  of  the  following  factors: 

1.  TTie  link  should  be  routed  so  tliat  both  Columbia  Point  residents  and  tlie 
UMB  community  have  access  to  it. 

2.  Tlie  link  should  be  planned  in  terms  of  route  and  capacity  so  that  it  re- 
enforces  any  future  plans  to  develop  Columbia  Point. 

3^.  The  link  should  be  designed  witli  adequate  capacity  flexibility  to  meet 
increasing  or  decreasing  demand  for  service.    Tlie  potential  of  student 
housing  on  Columbia  Point  and  tlie  actuality  of  a  reduced  student  body 
(12,500)  sliould  be  carefully  taken  into  account  in  tliia  planning. 
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4.  The  link  sliould  Ix)  designed  in  concert  v/ltli  regional  ma.sn  transit  plunn. 

5.  Tlie  link  should  have  tlie  capacity  for  direct  connection  witli  tlie  MDTA. 

6.  The  liiik  should  be  designed  with  continuous  informed  input  by  commu- 
nity residents.  -  ',..■•■.• 

The  above  recommendations  are  motivated  in  large  m'easure  by  tlie 
belief  that  the  Vollmer  Report  did  not  adequately  take  into  account  these 
factors  to  the  extent  required,  and  tlierefore  ought  not  be  used  as  the  sole 
basis  for  link  planning  and  design. 
B.    Bus  and/or  Trolley  Service 

In  addition  to  an  off-grade  rapid  transit  link  to  Columbia  Point,  the  , 


University  should  seriously  consider  express  bus  connections  to  other 
sections  of  tlie  city,  based  upon  an  analysis  of  commuting  patterns  at 
I  Columbia  Point  and  student  residential  areas.    These  routes  should  a^so  be 

.  1  examined  in  terms  of  connection  to  other  MBTA  transfer  points  such  as 

"  E)udley.  and,  Andrew  Stations.  ■        i«  '.•..,.^t< 

C.  MBTA  Red  Line 

^^The  University  should  strongly  urge  the  MBTA  to  construct  a  plat-^ 
form  at  Columbia  Station  which  would  permit  a  stop  by 'the  Quincy  trains. 

■  ■    .       .  .  > 

This  addition  would  serve  to  decrease  commuting  time  for  a  large  number 
of  University -related  trips  and  ease  overloading  of  tlie  Ashmont  line. 

D.  MBTA  Parking  Lots 

The  University  should  explore  ways  in  which  campus-generated 
automobil^e  traffic  can  be  encouraged  to  use  outlying  MBTA  parking  lots. 
Subsidies  from  excess  parking  fee  income  should  be  considered  as  one 
approach.  .        ' 

E     Parking  . ,     ,  ' 

•The  University  should  continue  to  design  its  parking  policy  on  a 
capacity/use  basis  and,schedule  parking  fees  to  accommodate  inelastic 
demand  produced  by  drivers  who  cannot  be  diverted  to  mass  transit  and 
who  mi^t  tend  to  park  in  areas  surrounding  the  campus  were  fees,  to  seem 
a  hardship.    The  actual  combination  of  parking  fees  and  parking  capacity 
necessary  to  acliieve  this  optimum  condition  cannot  be  determined  at  this 
early  date  but  must  be  arrived  at  tlirough  experimentation  and  planning. 
In  accordance  with  and  support  of  this  general  statement  of  policy,  the 
following  recommendations  are  made: 

1.   Tlie  projected  model  split  of  peak  UMB  road  usage  used  to  determine 
parking  space  capacity  should  be  tliorouglily  rc-examincd  in  light  of  actual 
commuting  patterns  and  off-grade  rapid  transit  system  development. 
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2.  The  additiouan,100sixices"  for  College  030  and  tlie  Physical  Education 
Building  (120)--for  which  ratlicr  firm  plans  have  l)cen  approved --should  be 
constructed  to  cover  tlic  evenuiality  tliat  the  above  described  optimum 
parldng  objective  require  2.  800  spaces.    However,  tlie  University  should 
commit  itself  in  advance  to  converting  to  other  uses,  or  discontinuing  the 
use  of.  portions  of  IMB's  total  parking  facilitiesjf  the  desired  goal  can  be 
Attained  witli  fewer  tlian  2,  800  spaces.    A  whole  variety  of  University 
needs  might  determine  and  justify  tlie  conversion  of  parkmg  areas,  as 
for  example  book  depository  storage. 

3.  No  further  parking  capacity'  should  be  planned  until  the  analysis  of 
need  described  above  is  completed. 
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POLICY 

« 

In  addressing  the  issues  of  educational  policy  raised  by  tte  Porches- 
ter-Columbia  Point  Task  Force  Report  UMB  must  consider  its  stated 
commitments  as  a  low-cost  urban  university  in  a  statewide  system  of  higher 
education. 

The  legislation  whidi  created  the  Boston      mpus  did  not  define  a  par- 
ticular role  for  UMB  other  than  serving  the  residents  of  the  Commonwealth. 
Presumably,  a  clear  motivation  in  putting  the  campus  in  Boston  was  to  provide 
low-cost  high  quality  education  for  the  many  potential  students  for  whom 
attendance  at  the  Amherst  campus  was  not  a  viable  alternative  in  light  of 
family  and  financial  obligations.    In  addition,  statutes,  like  the  Willis- 
Harrington  Act,  and  the  long  tradition  of  1^^'Tass-Amherst  set  guidelines  for 
any  part  of  tlie  University. 

In  general,  the  role  of  the  university  is  to  provide  the  highest  quality 
educational  opportunity  in  the  public  system  of  higher  education  to  the  most 
able  portion  of  the  community  served  by  this  system.    The  university  stands 
at  the  top,  offering  the  most  rigorous  learning  experience  for  students  who 
can  meet  that  challenge  best.    It  attempts  to  offer  the  best  possible  faculty 
and  library  facilities  for  undergraduate  and  graduate  programs.    It  seeks 
the  most  capable  students,  who  will  actively  and  critically  use  the  resources 
which  the  university  offers.    These  aims,  however,  do  not  separate  this 
institution  from  state  colleges  and  community  colleges,  for  the  university 
must  cooperate  with  them  to  provide  access  to  the  fullest  possible  rai  ge  of 
educational  opportunities  for  all  capable  students. 

One  of  the  university's  most  important  and  most  difficult  tasks  is  to 
identify  students  who,  even  though  tliey  do  not  offer  traditional  evidence  of  an 
ability  to  do  university  work,  that  is,  evidence  of  good  test  scores  and  high  schoci 
grades,  nevertheless  do  have  the  ability  to  do  university  work.    We  believe 
that  academic  ability  is  distributed  randomly  throughout  all  income  groups, 
and  we  feel  that  the  university      should  work  harder  to  find  ways  of  iden- 
tifying able  students  by  methods  which  do  not  make  it  appear  that  some  income 
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groups  are  less  able  than  others. 

It  has  been  found  that  the  College  Board  scores  of  applicants  are 
useful  indicators  i  '  ability  only  within  certain  limits.    Roughly  speaking, 
students  with  scores  above  600  tend  to  do  well  at  UMB  and  students  with 
scores  below  350  tend  to  fail.    But  the  vast  majority  of  university  applicants 
have  scores  between  350  and  600  where  there  is  no  clear  relationship 
between  scores  and  success  at  UMB.     It  is  also  known  that  graduates  of 
some  high  schools  do  poorly  on  College  Board  tests.    There  is  evidence 
that  rank  in  class  is  often  a  better  measure  of -academic  potential  than 
College  Board  scores.    Hence,  rank  in  class  has  increasingly  been  weighed 
more  heavily  thai  Board  scores  for  applicants  from  certain  high  schools. 

The  university  must  seek  a  comprehensive  and  flexible  definition  of 
"academic  promise"  which  will  recognize  a  variety  of  non- traditional 
signs  of  ability.    Past  reliance  on  test  scores  and  high  school  performance 
has  not  proven  wholly  adequate  in  predicting  students'  performance.    We 
recognize  that  in  the  past  many  able  students  may  have  been  passed  over 
because  of  the  reliance  on  commonly  accepted  credentials.     While  we  are 
not  prepared  to  discard  traditional  standards  altogether,  we  feel  tliey  should 
be  supplemented  with  other  criteria  more  closely  related  to  the  potential 
of  the  individual  student,  however  that  potential  manifests  itself.     For 
example,  age  and  work  experience  raise  the  likelihood  of  academic  success, 
even  for  students  whose  College  Board  scores,  rank  in  class  in  high  school, 
or  whose  exposure  to  college  preparatory  courses  would  otherwise  seem 
unsatisfactory.    In  the  effort  to  find  more  comprehensive  criteria  for  ad- 
missions it  will  be  necessary  to  admit  students  who  may  not  seem  to  meet 
these  developing  criteria.    This  must  be  done,  thougli,  to  test  those  evol- 
ving criteria  by  following  the  university  careers  of  students  who  would  be 
judged  academic  risks  by  traditional  criteria.    Such  an  effort  will  be  part 
of  the  attempt  to  ensure  that  UMB  criteria  for  admissions  do  not  ,  by  their 
very  nature,  exclude  certain  groups  of  students  from  the  university. 
In  seeking  the  most  able  of  the  applicants  for  admission,  the  university 
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has  a  special  commitment  to  students  from  minority  groups,  from  neigh- 
borhoods close  to  the  campus,  and  from  lov/-income  families.     We  endorse 
the  Senate  resolution  of  May,  1972  in  its  response  to  the  "Report  on  the 
Future  of  tlie  University.  " 

Whether  talking  about  admission  of  older  students,  the  handicapped, 
women,  or  transfers,  the  emphasis  must  always  be  serving  the  low 
income  group,  including  minority  students.     Unless  the  percentage 
of  lov;- income  students  at  UK4B  is  kept  at  a  higlier  level,  such  as 
55-65%,  we  will  have  a  perverse  redistribution  of  higher  education 
subsidies  from  low  income  to  high  income  families.    Also,  while  the 
more  affluent  students  have  the  option  of  attending  a  private  university, 
for  many  poor  students  access  to  a  public-institution  might  be  their  only 
chance  for  higher  education. . . 

In  addition,  to  its  concern  for  low- income  students,  because  of  its 
urban  location,  UMB  has  a  special  obligation  to  reach  out  and  bring 
into  the  University  as  many  minority  studaits  as  possible. 

This  committee  also  affirms  UMB's  commitment  to  providing  educational 
opportunities  for  students  whose  families  reside  in  Dorchester,  South 
Boston,  Columbia  Point  and  other  areas  directly  affected  by  the  university's 
new  location,  especially  insofar  as  those  students  come  from  low-income 
and  minority  groups. 

These  are  primarily  commitments  to  students  of  Boston,  where  42% 
of  all  families  have  incomes  in  the  lower  third  of  the  state's  income-level 
groups.     It  represents  an  even  greater  commitment  to  studaits  in  areas 
affected  by  the  university's  location;    for  84%  of  the  families  of  the  Colum- 
bia Point  neigliborhood  (we  are  using  ABCD  definitions  of  neighborhoods 
here),  46%  of  Dorchester  families  and  61%  of  Roxbury-North  Dorchester 
families  earn  less  than  the  top  income  of  the  lov/er-third  income  level 
group.    As  a  first  step  in  meeting  its  commitment  to  students  from  low- 
income  families,  we  recommend  that  the  university  ask  the  legislature  for 
a  substantial  increase  in  funds  earmarked  for  financial  aid  to  students. 

Assuming  this  role  for  the  university,  we  cannot  see  a  policy  of  open 
enrollment  for  Boston  students  as  an  appropriate  way  to  meet  UMB's  com- 
mitment to  serving  low-income,  minority  and  Boston  students.     For  a 
nuniber  of  reasons  we  feel  this  recommendation  of  the  Task  Force  is  neither 
viable  nor  advisable.    The  legislation  which  established  the  university 
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provides  that  the  university  shall  be  open  to  all  residents  of  the  state;  any 
policy  of  open  enrollment  for  any  geographically  defined  group  of  applicants 
would  thus  appear  to  be  discriminatory  and  illegal. 

In  addition,  as  a  part  of  a  large  system  of  higlier  education  within  the 
state  and  the  city,  the  university  could  not  unilaterally  move  to  an  open  ad- 
mission policy  without  producing  dramatic  effects  on  the  other  institutions 
of  higher  education  in  the  city.     In  New  York  City,  for  example,  when  a 
policy  of  open  admission  was  adopted  it  was  accompanied  by  the  unification 
of  all  public  institutions  of  higher  education  in  the  city.     New  York  City 
now  guarantees  that  any  graduate  of  high  schools  in  the  city  will  find  a  place 
in  one  of  the  numerous  institutions  of  higher  learning- -that  is,   in  either  the 
community  colleges,  the  4-year  colleges,  or  the  university.    Thus  many 
institutions  share  the  effect  of  open  enrollment.    In  Boston,  however,  with 
the  opening  of  two  additional  community  colleges,   in  Roxbury  and  Charles- 
town,  the  need  for  creating  more  openings  in  institutions  of  higher  learning 
for  city  residents  is  being  filled,  and  many  of  the  Task  Force's  aims  in 
recommending  open  admissions  for   Boston  residents  are  being  met.    [We 
calculate  that  at  a  minimum  there  will  be  places  in  two  years  for  all  Boston 
seniors  currently  enrolled  in  college  preparetory  programs,  that  is,  places 
at  the  community  colleges  (Roxbury,  Bunker  Hill,  Middlesex,  Massachusetts 
Bay)  at  Boston  State,  and  at  UMB,  and  that  the  actual  number  of  openings  may 
be  in  fact  much  higher,  especially  since  many  students  will  choose  to  go  to 

private  institutions.  1    And  for  those  students  who  chose  to  attend  a  conimunity 
college,  we  reaffirm  the  UMB  policy  on  the  admission  of  students  from  com- 
munity colleges,  which  guarantees  admissions  to  students  who  have  a  2.  5 
average.    Cooperative  planning  and  guaranteed  admission  from  community 
colleges  are  already  operating  policies. 
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UMB  is  already  taking  a  number  of  steps  to  facilitate  access  to  the 
universit)'  by  graduates  of  Boston  high  schools.     Members  of  the  university 
admissions  staff  work  directly  with  high  school  guidance    offices  in  publi- 
cizing the  programs  of  the  university.     Wlienever  a  school  requests  it, 
admissions  officers  go  to  the  school  and  in  consultation  with  the  staff  make 
on-site  decisions  on  applicants  for  admission  from  that  school.    Admissions 
staff  visit  every  public  and  parochial  secondary  school  in  Boston  each  year, 
and  a  field  office  is  maintained  in  Dorcliester.     In  addition,  UMB  plans  to 
expand  the  present  University  Studies  component  of  the  Boston  schools' 
flexible  campus  program  which  allows  higji  school  studeit  s  to  take  univer- 
sity courses. 

Although  the  Task  Force  does  not  address  the  issue  of  access  to  higher 
education  for  people  who  do  not  go  to  college  directly  from  high    school, 
this  is  a  particular  concern  of  UMB.    The  university  has  admitted  an  increa- 
sing number  of  older  students  who,  as  a  group,  prove  to  be  very  good  stu- 
dents.   Since  many  older  students  have  job  and  family  responsibilities  which 
make  it  more  difficult  for  them,  to  attend  classes  full-time,  they  need  a  part- 
time  program  wh  icli  responds  to  their  particular  needs.    The  university 
has  developed  plans  to  Increase  access  to  all  programs  of  the  luiiversity, 
by  all  students  who  wish  to  do  so  on  a  part-time  basis.    The  full  implemen- 
tation of  these  plans  will  take  place  in  the  1974-5  academic  year. 

Opportunities  for  enrollment,  in  part,  depend  upon  the  ultimate  size 
of  the  university.    Before  the  Dorchester  Columbia  Point  Task  Force  report 
was  issued,  the  President  of  the  university'  had  already  announced  that  the 
enrollment  target  for  the  Boston  campus  had  been  reduced  from  15,000  to 
12,  500.    His  announcement  was  prompted  by  data  indicating  a  declining 
birth  rate  and  a  general  decline  of  college  applications;     In  addition,  the 
President  took  into  account  the  university's  desire  to  provide  a  range  of 
programs  that  would  be  appropriate  fcr  tie  Boston  Campus.     Tliat  is,  he 
assumed  that  in  order  to  offer  a  range  of  curricular  options  to  our  studoits 
we  would  need  to  have  a  significantly  larger  faculty  and  staff.    Tlie  construc- 
tion of  Phase  II  depends  on  the  growth  of  the  student  body,  and  in  Phase  II 
are  the  facilities  of  most  interest  and  possible  use  to  neighboring  commu- 
nities, the  arts  center  and  the  physical  education  facility. 
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As  the  Task  Force  implicitly  recognizes,  a  simple  policy  of  open  enroll- 
ment for  Boston  students  v/ould  not  be  an  adequate  response  for    many 
students  v/ho  are  ill-prepared  and  so  would  fail  at  the  university.    We  agree 
with  the  Task  Force  that  the  quality  of  education  at  the  university  should 
not  be  lowered.    In  large  part,  then,  the  question  of  access    to  higher 
education  for  Boston  students  revolves  around  preparation  for  college  level 
work.    Tlie  two  recommendations  of  the  Task  Force  about  preparation  and 
work  with  the  Boston  schools  are  keys  to  solvhig  this  problem. 

UMB  has  already  recognized  the  need  to  provide  added  training  for  ill- 
prepared  Boston  students  so  that  they  can  succeed  in  college-level  work. 
Since  1966  the  university  has  sponsored  an  Upward  Bound  program,  which 
has  focused  its  attention  in  the  last  4  years  specifically  on  preparing 
some  sixty  students  per  year  to  successfully  pursue  college  careers.    This 
program  guarantees  admission  to  UMB  to  all  who  satisfactorily  complete 
the  program.    Students  are  involved  in  this  program  as  early  as  their  so- 
phomore year  in  high  school,  and  are  drawn  entirely  from  Boston  schools. 
They  are  student"  who  had  not  planned  to  go  to  college. 

In  addition,  this  last  fall  the  university  received  a  grant  for  a  s  imilar 
program  that  will  serve  over  20  0  veterans.  These  progmms  are  designed 
to  offer  students  a  special  preparatory  program;  when  students  are  able  to 
enter  regular  university  courses,  tutorial  assistance  is  to  be  provided  for 
them.  A  similar  I|5ward  Bound  program  for  Spanish-speaking  high  school 
students  has  been  developed  as  an  effort  in  bilingual  education. 

The  coordination  of  these  programs  and  the  responsibility  for  the 
development  of  new  and  more  broadly-based  programs  for  ill -prepared 
students  has  been  provided  for  by  the  appointment  last  fall  of  a  Director 
of  Pre-Freshman  Programs.    None  Df  these  programs  is  the  complete 
answer  to  the  problem  of  access  to  higher  education  for  low-income, 
minority  and  area  students.    However,  they  do  indicate  that  UMB  has  been 
trying  to  increase  access  and  provide  possible  models  for  other  transitio- 
nal, preparatory  programs  for  these  students. 
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Although  there  appear  to  be  limits  to  what  UMB  can  do  to  effect 
changes  in  the  public  schools,  UMB  stands  ready  to  offer  whatever  assis- 
tance it  can.    The  University's  main  approach  to  the  Boston  Public  Schools 
is  through  the  Institute  for  Learning  and  Teaching.    (The  Institute  makes 
its  resources  available  in  response  to  requests  from  groups  d  parents, 
teachers,  and  administrators  in  the  school  system.)    The  university's 
assumption  in  supporting  the  Institute's  programs  is  that  it  can  best  improve 
elementary  and  secondary  education  in  the  city   by  working  collaboratively 
witl-i  schools  and  other  child-serving  agencies  on  specifically  educational 
problems.    The  Institute,  for  example,  has  helped  parents  in  the  Boston 
State  Hospital  area  to  organize  into  a  group  that  could  work  constructively 
with  the  school  personnel  in  tha  t  neighborhood.     It  has  worked  with  the 
Boston  schools  in  developing  training  programs  for  teachers  and  adminis- 
trators in  the  new  "open  space"  schools  like  Lee  and  the  Marshall.     It 
also  is  sponsoring  a  training  program  for  the  staff  of  the  Columbia  Point 
Youth  Center.    In  these  ways  ,  the  university  becomes  an  educational 
resource  for  constructive  change,  v/hile  it  remains  apart  both  from  parti- 
ci:-'ition  in  the  political  process  of  change  and  from  self-righteous  criticism 
of  teachers  and  administrators  in  the  city's  schools.    We  recommend  that 
the  Institute  reserve  a  portion  of  its  resources  to  work  wi±  schools  in  the 
areas  directly  affected  by  the  location  of  the  University. 

In  yet  another  way,  the  Teacher  Certification  Program,  the  University 
tries  to  work  with  the  Boston  public  schools.     This  year  30  university 
students  are  practice -teaching  in  Boston  public  schools.    Competition  is 
keen  for  entry  into  the  T.C.P  and  the  students  who  are  accepted  are  among 
the  best  students  at  the  University.    Our  expectation  is  that  many  of 
graduates  of  tie   Teacher  Certification  Program  will  find  jobs  in  the  Boston 
schools.  . 

In  summary,  the  university  recognizes  the  seriousness  of  many  of  the 
problems  presented  in  tic  Task  Force  report.    Therefore,  UMB  will  increase 
its  efforts  to  provide  transitional  programs  for  ill-prepared  students,  and 
will  continue  the  cooperative  efforts  with  the  Boston  schools  to  improve 
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the  high  schools  and  thereby  improve  access  to  higher  education  for 
Boston  students.    Tlie  university  will  maintain  its  commitment  to 
admitting  iov/- income  and  minority  students.    The  Boston  campus  has 
already  cut  its  enrollment  goal,  and  will  periodically  consider  tlie 
need  to  reach  this  goal  in  consultation  with  representatives  of  the 
community  affected  by  the  location  of  the  campus. 


Board  Membership 

The  Task  Force  has  recommended  that  a  place  on  the  Board  of  Trustees 
be  made  available  to  a  member  of  the  community  of  Dorchester,  South 
Boston  and  Columbia  Point,  "selected  by  the  community".    To  some  extent  this 
recommendation  has  already  been  anticipated.    Three  of  the  eighteen  appointed 
members  of  the  Board  are  from  Dorchester  and  Columbia  Point:    George  L. 
Pumphret,  Mrs.  O.  Phillip  Snowden,  and  Mrs.  Erline  Shearer.    Mrs .  Shearer 
^ives  at  Coluinbia  Point,  and  Mrs.  Snowden  is  chairwoman  of  the  Trustees 
Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  Columbia  Point,  which  has  met  with  members  of  the 
community. 

Clearly  the  area  directly  affected  by  the  location  of  UMB  is  already  well 
represented  on  the  Board.    The  CISC  recognizes,  however,  that  although  there 
is  at  present  no  ex  officio    member  of  the  Board  from  the  area  affected  by 
our  new  location,  there  is  such  ex  officio  membership  for  the  Chairman 
of  the  Board  of  Selectmen  ri  Amherst.    The  Governor,  in  facing  the  fact 
that  there  is  no  single  elected  official  who  represents  Dorchester, 
Columbia  Point  and  South  Boston  and  could  thereby  speak  for  that  wide 
community,  has  apparently  decided  instead  to  allocate  to  it  a  number  of 
seats  on  the  Board.     Lacking  such  an  elected,  representative  official,  the 
community  can  nevertheless  present  the  names  of  community  members 
willing  and  able  to  serve  as  Trustees  to  the  Governor,  who  alone  appoints 
the  Trustees.    We  urge  the  community  to  do  so.    We  recommend  an  ex 
officio  membership  for  a  representative  of  the  community  if  an  official 
representative  can  be  agreed  upon  by  the  community  and  the  Governor. 


Employment 

V;e  agree  with  the  Task  Force  that  the  University  should  help  in  every 
possible  way  to  provide  jobs  for  its  neighbors.    A  University  committee 
has  this  year  been  considering  a  proposal  for  Affirmative  Action  drawn  up 
by  former  G  ancellor  Broderick,  and  should  be  reporting  its  recommendations  in  a 
matter  of  weeks.    There  is  also  a  new  Manpower  and  Economic  Development 
Committee  established  by  the  University  to  focus  on  local  employment  and  local 
contracts.    During  the  past  three  years  the  University  has  attempted  to  increase 
minority  and  local  resident  employment  on  the  Columbia  Point  construction 
site,  even  though  it  has  no  direct  authority  for  the  construction  of  the  campus; 
this  responsibility  lies  with  the  Secretary  of  Transportation  and  Construction, 
and  with  the  Bureau  of  Building  and  Construction.    At  the  early  stages  of  con- 
struction Chis  local  employment  effort  was  reasonably  successful;  recently 
however,  it  har,  been  less  so.    Stronger  affirmative  action  language  is  needed 
in  the  construction  contracts.    The  CISC  recommends  that  the  University 
use  whatever  influence  possible  to  have  stronger  and  more  specific  language 
Included  in  the  contracts  for  Phase  II  and  others  in  the  future. 

The  University  is  now  making  a  definite  attempt  to  create  other  legal 
openings.    At  the  moment,  UMB  is  awaiting  the  Attorney  General's  ruling 
on  the  legality  of  a  subcontractmg  system  on  food  service  contracts  that 
our  Business  Office  has  proposed.    This  proposal  would  give  the  whole 
contract  for  food  services  to  one  large  outfit,  with  part  of  the  contract  to 
be  subconstracted  to  a  small  food  service  business  from  the  neighboring 
community.  Tlie  University  does  not  now  have  nor  can  it  expect  D  have  a 
staff  large  enough  to  negotiate  and  supervise  a  series  of  small  contracts  m 
the  three  general  service  areas  of  food  service,  cleaning  and  security.    It 
must  depend  on  expert,  established  businesses  in  these  areas.    Nonetheless 
by  its  proposed  subcontracting  clauses,  it  hopes  to  provide  a  portion  of  the 
service    work  to  businesses  in  the  community.    Jobs  for  local  residents 
would  therefore  be  available  from  local  companies.    The  University  also 
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will  include  local  employment  requirements  in  the  general  service  contracts 
with  larger  companies.    In  addition  to  these  efforts  to  include  local  employment 
and  contracting  clauses  in  contracts,  the  CISG  is  also  conviced  that  the  Univer- 
sity must  continue  its  informal  efforts  to  supply  jobs  to  local  community  resi- 
dents. 

We  are  troubled  that  even  in  the  informal  attempts  there  are  some  con- 
straints.    For  one  thing  the  union  contract  that  covers  non-professional 
University'  employees  ensures  that  all  positions  within  the   University  that 
fall  vacant  must  be  advertised  to  the  current  staff  for  five  days  before  public 
notice  of  a  vacancy  can  be  posted.    In  the  future,  additional  procedures  will 
extend  this  practice  to  include  all_  vacant  positions  up  to  and  including 
professional  staff  assistants. 

The  University  has  experimented  with  the  practice  of  advertising 
vacancies  in  local  community  newspapers  after  the  internal  advance  notice 
but  before  notice   to  the  general  public  but  this  effort  resulted  in  delays 
in  filling  vacancies  that  were  often  so  long  as  to  handicap  the  departments 
of  the  University  seriously.    The  intention  now  is  to  advetise  vacancies  in 
local  community  newspapers  at  the  same  time  as  in  the  general  city  news- 
papers, but  to  limit  the  listings  to  only  those  local  newspapers  which  are 
based  in  communities  neighboring  the  University.    All  vacancies  will  be 
posted  earlier  than  the  date  of  public  notice  in  the  University's  t^vo  field 
office.    In  filling  all  vacancies  the  Personnel  Office  informally  now  gives 
and  will  continue  to  give  highest  priority  to  qualified  community  residents 
and  members  of  minority  groups.    In  order  to  Increase  its  contacts  with 
potential  employees,  the  Personnel  Office  has  already  had  a  series  of 
conferences  with  UMB  representatives  in  the  Dorchester  Field  Office 
and  the  Columbia  Point  Field  Office  in   order  to  make  them  better  equipped 
to  serve  as  personnel  aides.    The  Personnel  Office  hopes  to  secure  enough 
staff  to  be  able  to  send  one  of  its  members  to  the  Field  Offices  on  a  regular 
basis  on  statcc  mornings,  afternoons,  and  evenings  each  week  so  that  she/he 
can  conduct  interviews  arranged  by  the  Field  Office  workers.    If  the  University's 
proposal   (in  its  new  budget)  to  establish  another  Field  Office  in  South  Boston 
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The  University  also  intends  to  purchase  as  much  of  its  supplies  and 
materials  as  it  can  from  local  firms.    It  is  of  course,  bound  by  a  number 
of  constraints,  one  of  them  being  the  state  laws  which  require  the  University, 
like  most  state  agencies,  to  buy  much  of  its  equipment  as  part  of  very  large 
and  therefore  less  expensive  statewide  orders. 

Another  constraint,  namely  the  long  delays  inpayment  from  the  state,  has 
meant  that  very  few  small  businesses  can  afford  to  do  business  with  the  Univer- 
sity.   It  is  our  understanding  that  the  State  Office  of  Community  Development 
is.  developing  legislation  that  would  create  a  "revolving  fund"  from  which  small 
businesses  can  be  promptly  paid  for  materials  and  services  supplied  to  all 
state  agencies.    If  this  legislation  passes,  local  firms  will  be  in  a  better 
position  to  stock  materials  that  the  Univers  ity  wUl  need.    In  any  event,  the 
Univer:  ity  can  and  will  seek  to  use  local  firms,  like  typewriter  repair  firms, 
stationers,  etc.,  wherever  they  prove  able  to  meet  the  University's  needs. 
In  all  these  efforts,  the  University  must  seek  to  ensure  that  its  immediate 
neighbors  benefit  from  its  jobs  and  purchasing  power.    University  efforts  in 
the  immediate  past  have  been  considerable,  but  it  is  clear  that  great  flexibility  and 
continuous  monitoring  will  be  needed  if  the  University  is  to  resist  bureaucratic 
pressures  from  within  and  without  that  would  exclude  the  small  businesses  and 
untrained  residents.    The  University  must  be  able  to  set  the  standards  for  work 
and  material  that  it  needs;  and  it  has  to  operate  as  economically  as  possible 
to  stay  within  its  fixed  budget.    But  within  these  contraLnts,  real  as  they  are, 
we  believe  that  the  University  can  and  must  go  a  long  way  toward  meeting  the 
recommendation  of  the  Task  Force. 


The  Study  Group  encourages  the  University  to  provide  as  many  student  employment 
opportunities  as  possible.    Employment  of  students  on  campus  will  reduce 
competition  in  the  neighborhoods  between  students  and  community  people  for  limited 
jobs  and  will  also  reduce  the  transportation  load  for  students  who  would  normally 
have  to  go  off  campus  for  their  employment. 
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Addcncium Sample  Job  Description 

ACCOUNTING 

Senior  Clerk -Stenogi-apher  07,  Step  1  Immediately     3/26/73 

Seeking  candidate  to  work  in  accounting  department.  Duties  will  include 
processing  of  vendor's  invoices  for  payment,  general  filing,  and  typing  and 
other  clerical  tasks  are  required.    Salary  is  on  time  card  basis  and  no 
benefits  are  included.    Start  at  $121.  60  per  week. 

PHYSICAL  PLANT 

Technical  Specialists    (SDCS)  12,  Step  1  Immediately    3/26/73 

Must  have  a  knov/ledge  of  supervised  fire,  security,  monitoring  and  electronic 
control  systems.    Installs,  maintains,  repairs,  and  operates  a  supervised 
electronic  and  pneumatic  monitoring  system.    Starts  at  $157. 15  per  week. 

PHYSIG/iL  PLANT 

Electrician  11,  Step  4  Immediately    3/26/73 

Installs,  repairs  and  maintains  electrical  wiring,  fixtures,  motors,  generators, 
alarm  systems,  and  sNvitch  gear.    Must  have  a  good  knowledge  and  background 
in  high  and  low  voltage  circuitry  systems.    Must  have  a  Massachusetts'  journey- 
man or  master  electrician's  license.    Must  have  a  Massachusetts'  driver's 
license.    Starts  at  $165.25  per  week. 

MATERIAL 

Storeroom  Helper  06,  Step  1  Immediately   3/26/73 

Work  in  shipping  and  receiving  section  and  property  section  as  the  workload 
demands.    Duties  will  be  to  receive,  store,  or  distribute  furnishing  equipment 
and  supplies.    Assist  in  inventories  and  perform  related  work  as  required.    Starts 
at  $116. 70  per  week. 

DEAN'S  OFFICE,  COLLEGE  II 

Senior  Clerk -Stenographer  07,  Step  1  Immediately    3/9/73 

Seeking  an  applicant  to  serve  as  secretary  to  Associate  Dean,  performing 
moderately  clerical  duties,  serve  as  receptionist  for  student  affairs  of  the 
College;  perform  research  duties  for  Associate  Dean.    Previous  experience 
in  grade  4  position  within  UMB  preferred  (or  equivalent).    Typing  speed: 
50  wpm.    Stenographic  ability  preferred.    Ability  to  maintain  confidence. 
Starts  at  $121.60  per  week. 
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HOUSING 

One  of  the  most  compellmg  statements  of  the  Dorchester-  Columbia 
Point  Task  Force  report,  in  our  view,       called  upon  the  University  to 
reconsider  the  decision  not  to  build  student  housing.    This  issue  is 
immediately  important  because  of  the  impending  impact  of  UMB  students 
on  the  housing  market  in  Dorchester.    The  CISC  has,  accordingly, 
engaged  in  an  extensive  examination  of  University  housing  policy  and  of 
the  Task  Force  recommendations  assuming  nothing  as  binding  including 
the  historical  opposition  of  both  the  legislatxire  and  the  Board  of  Trustees 
to  the  construction  of  on-campus  housing. 

The  reconsideration  of  the  housing  question  has  led  to  a  seiries 
of  recommendations  concerning  both  admissions  policy  and  housing  policy. 
Our  primary  responsibility  as  a  campus  study  group  has  been  and  must 
be  to  the  University  as  an  academic  institution  and  to  the  students,  faculty 
and  staff  who  are  its  members.    Yet  we  believe  that  the  substantial  impact 
of  the  institution  and  its  member s_on  the  communities  immediately_ sur- 
rounding the  Columbia  Point  campus  demand  of  _theJUniversity. a.  careful, 
and  continuing  review  of  its  policies,  in  order  both  to  minimize  disruption 
of  the  lives  of  its  neighbors, _anjd  to  maximize  the  opportunities  the  Univer- 
sity m_ay_offer_thern.    Taking  that  responsibility  seriously,  we  have  been 
continually  conscious  of  the  concerns  of  the  Task  Force  even  when  we 
have  not  always  concurred  with  their  recommendations. 

Impact  and  Policy 

We  consider  the  projection  of  student  impact  on  housing  in  Dor- 
chester which  appears  on  page  3:30  of  the  Task  Force  report  to  be  as 
accurate  a  prediction  as  can  be  made  at  this  time  about  the  relationship 
between  the  size  of  the  campus'  enrollment  and  the  additional  demand 
for  housing  in  Dorchester.    We  believe  in  particular  that  the  projections 
for  the  initial  impact  of  the  campus  at  Columbia  Point  are  reliable, 
though  we  regard  the  anticipation  of  the  effect  in  subsequent  years  to  be 
more  uncertain.    Although  we  regard  the  Task  Force's  analysis  of 
student  survey  as  the  best  projection  available,  nonetheless,  we  believe 
that  it  must  be  substantially  qualified  as  a  basis  for  planning.     Here 
are  the  Task  Force  projections. 
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Tabic  1:    University  Size  vs.  Dorchester  Mousing  Demand 
(copied  from  page  3:30  of  the  Task  Force  Report) 
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Total 

Enrollment 


Effect  of 
Moving 
Campus 

to  Col.  Pt. 


Effect  of 

Enrollment 

Increase 


TOTAL 

HOUSING 

IMPACT 


1972 

5,000 

300 

• 

300 

1973 

•  6,500 

15%  - 

975   • 

900 

1,875 

1974 

8,000 

20%  - 

1,600 

900 

2,500 

1975 

9,500 

25%  - 

2,375 

900 

3,275 

1976 

11,000 

25%  - 

2,750 

900 

60% 

3,650 

1977 

12, 500 

--..  25%  - 

3,125 

^.00._ 

_- — 4,025--i 

1978 

14,000 

25%  - 

3,500 

900 

4,400 

1979 

15,000 

25%  - 

3,725 

900 

4,625 

There  are  two  important  matters  in  which  there  is  a  significant 
difference  betv/een  the  demand  anticipated  in  this  table  and  the  demand  we 
believe  the  university  will  generate.    One  difference  is  that  the  planned 
maximum  enrollment  for  the  Columbia  Point  Campus  is  now  12,500 
students,  rather  than  the  15,000  figure  that  was  the  estimate  in  use  by 
the  university  at  the  time  the  Task  Force  report  was  prepared.    A 
second  difference  is  the  result  of  university  plans  for  absorbing  its 
growth,  plans  which  are  different  from  those  assumed  in  Table  1. 

Where  the  Task  Force  assumes  in  Table  1  that  the  whole  growth 
of  the  University  will  be  felt  at  Columbia  Point  each  year,  it  is  now  the 
intention  of  tlie  University  to  absorb  the  expansion  of  the  Park  Square 
site  until  new  college  buildings  are  ready  at  Columbia  Point,  and  move 
new  students  to  the  campus  in  a  series  of  steps  rather  than  in  annual 
increments.     Hence  expansion  might  occur  according  to  a  pattern  such 
as  that  in  Table  2: 
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live  miglit  be  near  MBTA  stop:  along  tlie  entire  Cambridge/Mattapan/ 
Quin  cy  line,  near  certain  stops  in  neighborhoods  on  the  Forest  I-Iills/ 
Everett  and  Kenmore/Lechmere  lines,    and  bus  routes  that  are  acces- 


Year 


Table  2:     Pattern  of  Universit>^  Growth  at  Columbia  Point  to  1980 


Current 


I  &  II 


III 


IV 


V 
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TOTAL 


1973 

5,600 

1 

• 

.5,600 

1974 

5,500 

5,500 

1975 

5,400 

5,400 

1976 

5,300 

2,400 

,., 

7,700 

1977 

5,200 

2,500 

2,000 

9,700 

1978 

5,100 

2,500 

2,500 

1,800 

11,  900 

1979 

5,000 

2,500 

2,500 

2,500 

12,500 

The  new  plan    would  assure  that,   after  the  first  move,   there  would 
be  no  further  growth  on  tlie  Columbia  Point  campus  until  1976  when  the 
College  of  Public  and   Community'   Service  moves    to  the  campus;  there- 
fore,  we  could  discuss  solutions  to  the  housing  crisis  in  two  phases  -- 
the  initial  impact_and  theJ.ong-term  impact.  ^ 

Our  first  recommendation,    then,    is  that  tlie  University  formally 
adopt  and  announce  a  pattern  like  that  in  Table  2  as  the  plan  for  ex- 
pansion between  now  and  1980,    and  tlie  date  of  tlie  move  of  College  III 
to  Columbia  Point  be  kept  under  continued  review  in  light  of  the  housing 
situation  in  Dorchester. 

In  addition  to  our  qualification  of  the  impact  projection  table,   we 
wish  to  suggest  a  more  specific  definition  of  the  "impact  area"  than, 
that  presented  by  die  Task   Force  Report.      It  defines  the  impact  area  as 
"Dorchester  and  adjacent  communities  that  are  closer  and  more  conveni- 
ent to  the  campus". 

On  tlie  basis  of  tlic  findi]i;:s  collected  in  the  Student  Survey,    loca- 
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L  o  n  g  -  T  c  r  iTi    Recommendations: 

A.  Off-campus  housing  of  students:    Dispersal  of  the  impact:  nroa 

The  original  contract  given  by  the  Task  Force  and  the  University  to 
Justin  Gray  Associates  was  written  with  the  assumption  that  the  develop- 
ment of  housing  in  Dorchester  would  be  one  of  the  major  ways  to  alleviate 
the  impact  of  UMB  students  on  the  housing  market  in  neigliborhoods  adjoin- 
ing the  new  campus.    It  was  expected  that  Justin_GraY_woul,djprovide^housing        | 
development  jackagc^a.f  or.  consideration, .  inciuding_ske^fimdmg,_design_and         \ 

construction  recommendations.    In  the  course  of  the  study,  however,  its  di-  ,  ^N 

_ .- ^  ,.       ^^/ 

rection  was  substantially  changed  by  the  Task  Force  and  by  Justin  Gray  \    ^'J,/ 


Associates  together,  so  that  the  final  report  includes  no  specific  development       | 
packages,  while  it  does  include  several  recommendations  concerning  University  ! 
admissions  policy,  transportation,  and  so  fortli  tliat  were  not  originally  antic-      I 
ipated.    It  was  determined  that  these  topics  were  pertinent  to  the  housing  issue.    ' 
'civen  the  final  form  of  the  report,  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Task  Force 
could  not  commit  itself  with  unanimity  to  the  development  of  housing,  but  thdr 
report  does  clearly  state  that  no  housing  should  be  developed  for  students   in 

Dorchester. 

One  major  claim  in  the  final  Task  Force  Report  is  that,  no  matter  what 

form  the  University  involvement  in  housing  might  take,  the  University   must 
change  its  current  policy  of  keeping  out  of  the  housing  business.    Thg  CISC 

believes  that  the  definition  of  housing  business  nuistJbe_clarified^befQre  joljcy 

is  changed^ow2/er,__tojnowJojr_a  di^ 

struction  of  student  housing  and  participation  in  the  solution  of  community  hous- 1 

1^^'^^dDlems.     Although  the  CISC   is  aware  of  the  long-standing  decisions  of 

^the^egislature  and  of  tlie  Board  of  Trustees  to  the  contrary,  we  agree  \vith 
the  Task  Force  ±at  the_University  has  the  resp^ns£bnjty__an^djpustj^ 
commitment  to  help  local  community  groups  protect  and  strengthen  their  hous r 
ing  resources  ,  especiallyj.f  the  University  decides  to  maintain  its  conimuter^ 
campus  policy,  andjhat  this  responsibility  must  involve  the  University  in  some, 
way  in  housing  issues.^  In  particular,  and  despite  the  fact  that  the  Task  Force 
did  not  settle  upon  specific  development  options,  tlie  CISC  believes  that^he 
developmenrand  renovation  of  additional  housing  units  for  community  residents.^ 
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will  he  essential  in  inabling  local  residents  to  withstand  tlie  UMB  impact. 
Tlie  CISG,    tliercforc,    recommends  that  the  University  make  a  strong-  com- 
mitment to  cooperate  with  tlie  efforts  of  any  Dorchesterjneighborhood  organ- 
ization wlio~\yishes  to  develop  housing.^ 

The  CISG  endorses  the  concept  of  a  Planning  and  Teclmical  Assistance 


Corporation  and  encourages  _the  Communiti'^Task   Fq£ce  to  move  in  this__  direc- 
tion  as  soon  as  possible.      It  recommends  tJiat  the  University,    through  the 
Office  of  Grant  Development  and  Community  Services,    support  efforts  to 
establish  such  a  corporation  because  it  appears  to  be  the  most  effective 
vehicle  for  providing  specific  assistance  to  local  neighborhood  organizations 
for  a  variety  of  housing-related  problems  and    projects.      Working  with  the 
Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Task   Force,    the  University  should  seek  initial 
funding  for  tlie  Corporation  and  should  play  a  catalytic,    supportive-.-and„ad.- 
visory  role  as_it_develops»___jt__shQuld  also  assign  the  University  legal  coun- 
sel to  assist^jn  incorporation  of  the  Planning  and  Technical  Assistance_Corp'- 
oration.  ^ 


There  would  seem  to  be  many  ways  that  the  University  community  could"^; 
support  the  Planning  and  Technical  Assistance  Corporation,    since  a  number 
of  educational  programs  at  an  urban  university  relate  directly  to  the  range 
of  housing  activities  that  such  a  Corporation  would  undertake.     The  Corp- 
oration's role  is  seen  as  assembling  housing  development  resources  and 
skills,    serving  as  a  monitoring  agent  for  rent  control,    zoning  and  code  en- 
forcement,   working  with  the  various  city  agencies  who  must  provide  ser- 
vices to  community  residents,    working  witli  tlie  financial  institutions  to  im- 
prove mortgage  and  home  improvement  loan  possibilities,    and  assisting  lo- 
cal neighborhood  organizations  in  other  projects  they  may  wish  to  undertake. 
Both  the  University  as  an  institution  and  faculty  and  students  in  many  de- 
partments of  study  should  be  able  to  provide  support  for  these  efforts.      The 
College  of  Community  and  Public  Service  will,    in  fact,    offer  specific  train- 
ing in  many  of  these  housing  activities. 

We  believe,   however,    that  the  mere  existence  of  a  Planning  and  Techni- 
cal Assistance  Corporation  will  not    necessarily  provide  enough  momentum  to 
assure  residents  and  apartment     owners  tliat  student  impact  on    housing  will 
be  signiDcantly  reduced.      We,    therefore,    sought  specific  ways  in  which  the 
University'  might  foster  cooperative  efforts  with  greater  Boston  communities 

to  develop  joint  student-community  housing  outside  the  liigh  impact  area; 
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in  effect,    to  disperse  tiie  impact  of  students  on    housing  in  ways  which  would 
be  attractive  to  the  communities  themselves.      In  Uicse  discussions  we  were 
reminded  of  suggestions  by  tJie  University  and  by  some  community  groups 
about  the  possibilities  for  diverse,    community-based  locations  for  Univer- 
sity' provided  educational  services. 

Tlie  University'  first  considered  dispersed  facilities  in  October,    1968, 
when  Chancellor   Broderick,    with  strong  student  and  faculty  support,    pro- 
posed the  linear  campus    instead  of  a  single  campus  at  Columbia  Point. 
Tliis  proposal  called  for  a  multi-site  campus  threaded  along  the  main  trans- 
portation system  of  the  City.      Unforlrmately,    this  concept  was  rejected.      In 
1971,    the  Committee  on  the   Future  University  once  again  raised  die  dispers- 
al theoiy-  for  UMB.      It  proposed  that  the  Columbia  Point  Campus  be  modi- 
fied to  promote  the  physical  accessibility  of  learning  and  community  service, 
suggesting  that  Columbia  Point  be  the  nucleus  of  an  urban  university  system 
dispersed  throughout  the  Boston  area.      Tlie  College  of  Public  and  Community 
Service  has  considered  tlie  possibility  of  leasing  facilities  in  various  loca- 
tions throughout  the  City  in  order  to  more  effectively  reach  a  more  diversi- 
fied student  body.    The  community  reaction  to  university  outposts  for  learn- 
ing and  community  service  appears  to  be  favorable.      Certainly  the  two.  exist- 
ing field  offices   seem  to  be  mutually  beneficial  for  local  residents  and  the 
campus   community. 

Tlie  focus  of  the  CISC  on  dispersing  the  student  housing  impact  and  on 
increasing  the  University's  reasons  for  active  participation  in  the  supply  of 
low  rent  housing  has  led  it  to  the  following  recommendations;      UMB  should 
consider  cooperative  efforts  witli  community  organizations  within  the  Cities 
of  Boston,    Cambridge  and  Quincy   -  who  wish  to  provide  low  rent  housing  for 
neighborhood  residents,    who  would  agree  to  the  Universit}'  leasing  space  with- 
in such  residential  facilities  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  UMB  learning  and 
community  service  enters,    and    wlio  would  agree  to  rent  a  certain  percentage 
(20%  -  35%)  of  tlie  units  in  such  residential  facilities  to  UMB  students. 

By  cooperating  with  communities  throughout  Boston,    Cambridge  and  Quincy 
particularly  those  convenient  to  the  major  transportation  links  to  Columbia 
Point,    in  the  building  of  low  rent,    mixed  community -student  housing,    die  fol 
lowing  objectives  would  be  served: 
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1)  To  ease  the  housing  crisis  in  heavily  impacted  communities        ^"-^ 
by  providing  some  low-rent  housing  for  community  residents 
who  may  suffer  from  evictions,  conversions  and  blockbusting, 
and  by  providing  some  housing  for  students  so  they  won't  com- 
pete for  existing  facilities. 

2)  To  provide  some  housing  for  students  in  a  number  of  locations 
that  are  readily  accessible  to  the  campus  but  beyond  South  Boston 
and  Dorchester,  tliereby  helping  to  reduce  the  pressure  on  these 
two  high  impact  communities  and  to  create  some  housing  alterna- 
tives in  other  communities. 

3)  To  provide  UMass -Boston  learning  and  community  service  centers 
in  several  communities  throughout  urban  Boston,  extending   the 
University's  ability  to  reach  directly  to  a  variety  of  urban  neiglibor- 
hoods.  .^ j 

The  learning  and  community  service  centers  might  provide  space  for  a 
field  office,  admissions  and  employment  activities,  small  classrooms  for 
communit^'-oriented  programs  and  courses  and  an  audio-visual  hook'-up  to 
the  campus,  to  mention  a  few  possibilities.    Such  use  of  space  in  a  mixed 
community/student  residential  facility  would  provide  a  regular  rentfrom  the 
University  and  tliereby  continued  support  for  these  mixed  residential  learning 
facilities.    This  and  the  other  above-mentioned  benefits  for  local  residents 
might  compensate  for  the  existence  of  some  UMB  students  within  the  neigiibor- 

hood. 

One  of  our  major  concerns,  of  course,  is  the  extent  to  which  such  a  dis- 
persal plan  would  work  to  relieve  the  housing  situation  in  the  hig^  impact 
areas.    The  student  survey  presented  in  the  Community  Task  Force  Report 
indicated  that  almost  everyone  is  \villing  to  commute  up  to  thirty  (30)  minutes 
to  the  campus  with  one  vehicle  change.    Seventy -five  percent  will  travel  up  to 
forty-five  (45)  minutes  with  one  change,  and  50%  wiU  travel  up  to  thirty   (30) 
minutes  witli  two  changes.    This  means  locations  for  mixed  community/student 
housing  would  be  possible  near  all  the  MBTA  stops  on  tlie  Harvard -Mattapan- 
Quincy  line  and  near  a  number  of  other  stops  on  tlie  Forest  Hills  to  Everett  and 
Kenmore  to  Lechmcrc  lines.    Other  locations  miglit  !:)e  possible  along  bus  routes 
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Tlie  CISG  particularly  endorses  the  Task     Force  recommendations  to 
Boston  City  agencies  wliich  will  liclp  tlie  Dorchester  communities  protect 
their  housing  resources.      It  encourages  the  city  government  to  implement 
these  recommendations  immediately,    and  proposes  that  a  tliree  part  work; 
ing  group  of  city /community/University  representatives  be  established  to 


develop  means  to  protect  housing  resources.      Finally,    the  CISG  encourages 
tlie  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Task   Force  to  establish  the  Planning  and 
Technicar  Assistance  Corporation  witli  all  deliberate  speed,    since  this 
Corporation  may  v/ell  be  the  key  to  the  Implementation  of  many  recom- 
mendations aimed  at  mitigating  UMB  Impact. 
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The    Columbia   Point   Housing   Project 

The  recommendation  by  the  CISC  that  tl.e  University  assist  local 
community^  orgamzations  in  efforts  to  protect  and  improve  their  neigh- 
borhood housing  resources  must  apply  fully  to  the  Columbia  Point  Housing 
Project,  especially  if  the  University  decides  to  maintain  the  commuter 

campus  policy. 

This  commitment  should  begin  mth  a  public  statement  by  the  Board 
of  Trustees,  already  suggested  by  the  Chancellor,  that  the.,University  has 
no  intention  of  taking  over  the  Columbia  Point  Housing^rojectjor  student_^ 
h'ousing.    As  stated  by  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Task  Force  Report: 
■'"^  "The  tenants  of  the  Columbia  Point  Housing  Development  have  the 
same  ripiits  to  their  housing  as  the  homeovvners  and  tenants  ot 
private  hovsing  in  the  rest  of  Dorchester.    Furthermore,  it   is 
not  possible,  eitlier  politicaUy  or  financially,  to  create  m  the 
immediate  future  housing  resources  for  1, 100  families  at  public- 
.housing  rent  levels. " 

However,  even  with  a  statement  from  the  Trustees,  we  can  expect  that 
jhis  fear  of  takeover  along  with  other  anxieties  will  continue  to  plague  the 
^Columbia  Point  Community  and  the  University  uioless  the  latter  takes  strong  . 

■  and  decisive  steps  to  understand  many  of  the, Community's  concerns..  Yet  it 

■  would  be  foolhardy,  as  well  as  arrogant,  to  believe  that  the  university  could 
solve  all  the  problems  of  Columbia  Point.    Education  is  the  University's  bus- 
iness ^exe  it  is  best  prepared  to  serve  Columbia  Point  as  well  as  the  other 
Boston  communities.    UMB  must  insure  a  positive  and  effective  response  to 
the  educational  interests  of  local  residents,  Me  at  the  same  time  the 
University  should  determine  "its  legitimate  role  in  relation! o  other  concerns 
of  its  nearest  neigl^ors.    Since  the  University  is  definitely  limited  in  what 
it  can  do  outside  the  field  of  education,  it  should  first  of  all  meet  its  educa- 
tional responsibilities  to  the  community.    As  suggested  by  Columbia  Point 
residents,  it  should  seek  ways  to  identify  youth  at  Columbia  Point  with  aca-  . 
demic  potential.    It  should  encourage  them  to  apply  to  and  attend  die 
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University,  providiiig  supportive  programs  where  necessary.  It  should 
investigate  degree -granting  programs  for  paraprofessional  occupations. 
It  should  interest  Columbia  Point  residents  in  entering  adult  education 
programs.  It  should  expand  its  efforts  for  a  Community  School  and  Boston 
Public  Library'  Branch  at  Columbia  Point. 

The  University  should  also  cooperate  in  supplying  jobs  for  Columbia 
Point  residents.    The  attempts  to  obtain  construction  jobs  for  project  res- 
idents cannot  be  considered  a  success.    The  University  will  soon  be  hiring 
the  manpo^^'er  required  to  operate  its  new  campus.    This  time  around, 
training  opportunities  should  exist  and  employment  efforts  for  Columbia 
Poir'  residents  must  succeed. 

Beyond  education  md  employment,  the  University  must  be  cautious  in 
^at  it  commits  to  the  Columbia  Point  community,  or  any  other  community 
for  that  matter,  and  yet  it  must   make  a  commitment  to  its  nearest  neighbor 
for  joint  cooperative  efforts  on  problems  of  mutual  concern.    Some  of  these 

problems  are: 

Transportation: 

How  can  the  permanent  solution  for  a  transit  link  benefit  Columbia  Point 

residents  as  well  as  die  Campus? 

Safety: 

Can  the  Project  Security  Force  and  the  Campus  Security  Force  develop 

a  coordinated  operation  of  benefit  to  all  people  on  the  Peninsula? 

Recreation: 

How  can  the  University  best  help  the  project  residents  in  their  struggle 
for  improved  recreation  facilities  promised  by  the  city?   How  will  the  project 
and  campus  communities  jointly  plan  the  use  of  recreational  space  bet^veen 
their  two  locations  and  the  use  of  the  Physical  Education  Building? 

Shopping   Facilities: 

Is  there  a  way  to  restore  adequate  shopping  facilities  to  Columbia  Point 
that  will  benefit  both  the  project  and  Campus  communities? 
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Housing: 

Is  tliere  a  way,    acceptable  to  the  residents,    that  a  limited  number  of    \ 
married  students  might  live  in  tlie  Project  qualifying  in  tlie  same  manner 
as  existing  tenants,    as  the  Community  Task   Force  Report    suggested?     Or 
is  tliere  a  way  that  mixed  community/student  housing  could  be  built  as 
proposed  in  the  previous  section  of  this  report,   adjacent  to,    but  in  associ- 
ation with  tlie  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project?  .  I.i    these  and  many  other 
areas,    there  are  mutual  concerns  that  should  be  explored  on  a  cooperative 
basis.      Tlie  University  will  not  be  able  to  deliver  the  ansv/ers,    but  in  part- 
nership witli  the  Columbia  Point  residents  may  be  able  to  develop  mutually 
beneficial  solutions. 

The  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Task  Force  recommends  that  the  Uni- 
versity take  strong  action  to  assist  the  Columbia  Point  residents  in  their 
efforts  to    improve  their  housing  situation.      This  recommendation  clearly 
relies  on  the  University's  proximity  to  the  Housing  Project  as  the  means 
for  improving  conditions  for  the  residents.      However,   wliile  the  Task  Force 
recommendations  suggest  some  specific  activities  for  cooperation,   tlie  CISC 
does  not  feel    it  can  recommend  whether    or  not  and  to  what  degree  the 
University  should  respond  to  these  recommendations,   especially  ones  of 
such  magnitude  as  $5  million  for  capital  improvement  or  new  housing  man- 
agement alternatives.      Nonetheless,    the  Campus  Impact  Study  Group  agrees 
that  UMB,   as  an  urban  campus  and  a  next-door  neighbor,    must  work  in  co- 
operation witli  the  housing  project.      The  University  certainly  should  not 
allow  itself  to  be  used  as  the  "cutting  edge"  to  get  rid  of  low  income  people. 
We  oppose  the  proposal  put  forward  by  the  Mayor's  Office  that  300  units  in 
the  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project  be  set  aside  for  students.  ^Students         ^, 

should  not  be  used  to  fill  existing  vacancies  when  tliere  is  a  need  for  low      ' 

-        ^  -  ■        ■  \ 

cost  housing  throughout  the  City.      Protection  of  thetotal  square  footage  5 

that  now  exists  at  the  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project  should  be  guaranteed 
for_present  and  future  low  income  tenants.      However,    if*students  can  qualify 
under  the  same  criteria  as  other  Columbia  Point  tenants  then  we  believe  this  to^     '; 


Jbe  an  acceptable  way  for  them  to  become  residents  of  the  housing  project. 
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Undoubtedly,  change  will  occur  as  a  result  of  the  juxtaposition  of  the  housing 
project  and  the  University  Campus,  and  such  a  positioning  may  indeed   provide 
the  means  by  which  to  break  the  isolation  of  Columbia  Point  and  to  make  improve- 
ments possible  for  the  residents  in  the  project.    Since  change  seems  inevitable, 
the  University  should  make  the  commitment  ta  insure  to  the  best  of  its  ability, 
recognizing  its  limitation,  that  whatever  change  occurs  is  beneficial  for  present 
and  future  low-income  residents  of  Columbia  PoLnt. 

Given  this  commitment,  there  are  a  number  of  areas  for  cooperation  sug- 
gested by  tlie  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Task  Force  recommendations  and  by 
this  report  that  will  be  beneficial  to  both  tlie  project  and  the  Campus.    These 
should  be  investigated  by  the  Columbia  Point  residents,  by  the  University  and  by 
others  with  more  technical  expertise  than  exists  among  the  CISC,    Tlierefore,  we 
recommend  that  the  University's  relationships  and  communications  with  the  Project 
be  strenghtened,  that  a  process  for  cooperation  be  established  and  that  a  strategy 
for  work  in  areas  of  mutual  concern  and  benefit  be  developed.    The  University's 
proper  role  in  such  efforts  must  be  clearly  spelled  out. 

These  efforts  will  mean  a  commitment  by  the  University  of  manpower  and  funds, 
as  well  as  the  discovery  of  all  technical  assistance  that  may  be  available  witliin  the 
campus  community.    Many  students  are  now  training  in  fields  of  urban  education. 
Each  faculty  member  is  a  specialist  in  a  particular  field,  and  many  regularly  pro- 
vide consulting  services  for  a  variety  of  organizations.    Therefore,  the  University 
should  actively  encourage  interested  qualified  faculty  and  students  to  provide  tech- 
nical assistance  where  it  is  needed.    In  certain  areas,  especially  those  more  dis- 
tantly related  to  academic  disciplines,  some  technical  assistance  will  be  neces- 
sary from  sources  outside  the  Campus.    As  tliese  are  identified,  the  University 
should  be  prepared  to  seek  the  funding  needed  to  gather  such  expertise. 
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In  concluding  this  section  of  its  report,  the  Campus  Impact  Study 
Group  proposed  the  following  vote,  which  it  recommends  that  the  I3oard 
of  Trustees  pass  at  their  May  meeting: 

"The  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts 
authorizes  Chairman  Healey  to  communicate  to  the  Columbia 
Point  community  via  Mrs.    DeboraJi  Meyers,    Chairperson  of 
the  Columbia  Point  Development  Council  that: 
the  University  of  Massachusetts  has  no  Intention  of  taking  over      \ 
the  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project  for  student  housing;  and 
that  the  University  of  Massachusetts  herewith  makes  the  com- 
mitment to  work  in  cooperation  with  the  Columbia  Point  Com- 
munity in  areas  of  mutual  concern  and  t)enefit  and  in  ways  to 
insure  that  whatever  change  may  occur  due  to  the  Project  - 
Campus  juxtaposition  will  be  beneficial  for  present  and  future 
low  income  residents  of  Columbia  Point. " 

In  addition  to  this  statement,    the  Boston  Campus  should  move  immedi- 
ately to  establish  with  the  Columbia    Point  residents  an  agreement  and  a 
process  for  work  in  areas  of  joint  concern.     A  strategy  for  cooperative 
efforts  over  the  next  few  years  needs  to  be  developed.      To  this  end,    the 
CISC  proposes  that  the  University  seek  funding  for  technical  assistance 
for  the  Columbia  Point  community  and  the  Universit^^    in  a  similar  manner 
to  that  provided  during  the  past  year  by  Justin  Gray  Associates,    in  order 
to  develop  tlie  process  and  strategy  for  joint  efforts  on  all  matters  of  mu- 
tual concern  and  benefit. 

Though  we  oppose  setting  aside  300  units  in  the  Housing  Project  for 
students,    we  suggest  that  the  Columbia  Point  Housing^ProJect^  residents  con 
sider  as  an  objective  for  joint  cooperation  witli  the  University  the  possibil- 
ity__of  mixed  community-student  housing  under  the  control  of  the  commu- 
nity that  might  be  built  on  the_City  land  adjacent  to  tlie  project  and  the 
,£umping_station_(to  which  the  University  has  first  option)  or  on. part  or  all^ 
of  the  current . Bayside  Mall  site,.    We  recommend  that  the  University  he     ' 
open  to  such  a  possibility  in  the  context  of  the  nixed  community/student-     \ 
residential/learning  facilities  proposed  in  part  IIIA  above  and  in  the  con- 
text of  the  commitment  to  cooperative  efforts  with  the  housing  project  as 
outlined  in  this  section.  — 
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On-Campus  Student  Housing 

In  considering  the  possibility  of  building  on-campus  housing 
for  students,   we  felt  as  a  committee  no  obligation  to  historical  de- 
cisions by  the  uiiiversity's  Trustees  and  by  the  legislature  against 
such  housing;  indeed,   we  believe  that  other  sections  of  our  report 
indicate  our  willingness  to  recommend  changes  in  past  policies 
where  we.  think  change  is  clearly  desirable.      But,    reexamination  of 
the  on-campus  housing  issue  left  us  concerned  about,   and  substan- 
tially opposed  to,    the  building  of  student  housing  on  campus.      We 
specifically  oppose  the  building  of  student-only  housing  on  that  part 
of  Ckilumbia  Point  seaward  of  Colleges  I  and  IV  (where  college  V  is 
planned  and  College  VI  had  been  projected.)     We  do  recommend 
some  change  in  the  university's  position  on  tliis  issue,   but  before 
discussing  that  change  in  detail  it  is  important  to  state  our  concerns 
about  on-campus  student-only  housing: 

1.      On-campus  housing  is  not  consonant  with  the  educational  role  of      '^'^ 
the  Universit)^ 

The  Boston  campus  of  tlie  University  of  Massachusetts  has 
been  intended  to  offer  urban  students  the  advantages  of  high  quality, 
low  cost,   urban  related,    liberal  arts  education.      The  intention  of 
campus  planning  has  been  to  allow  the  students  these  advantages 
without  removing  the  students  from  community  life,   thereby  creat- 
ing a  sheltered,   ivory  tower  academic  community  whose  students 
might  regard  their  learning  as  divorced  in  essential  ways  from 
their  other  experiences.     At  the  same  time,    it  has  been  regarded 
as  important  to  create  a  campus  which  was  of  sufficient  size  and 
diversity  to  offer  students  an  educational  experience  of  university 
level  quality. 

We  believe  that  the  construction  of  any  on-campus  housing 
would  tend  to  undermine  tlie  urban  role  of  the  university  in  two 
ways:     first,    it  would  create  a  campus  elite  of  students  removed 
from  tlie  urban  setting  and  its  problems;  second,   the  existence  of 
on-campus  housing  might  increase  the  percentage  of  students  com- 
ing to  the  university  from  areas  far  from  Boston.      This  latter 
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possibility,    of  course,   would  tend  to  increase  the  fuiuieling  effect 
discussed  belov/.     Our  thinking  here  concurs  witli  that  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  the  Future  University. 

In  addition,   we  are  concerned  that  the  Immediate  effect  of 
building  the  amount  of  housing  proposed  by  the  Task  Force  report 
would  be  to  limit  tlie  enrollment  of  the  university  to  10,000  stu- 
dents.    As  we  accept  the  analysis  of  Justin  Gray's  experts  concern- 
ing student  impact  on  housing,    so  we  accept  the  opinion  of  the 
Faculty  that  the  educational  mission  of  the  university  requires  a 
minimum  size  of  12,500  students;  that  v/ithout  an  enrollment  of  that 
size  the  variety  and  quality  of  services  that  the  university  might 
provide  falls  off  substantially;  that  the  resources  coming  to  the  uni- 
versity because  of  its  educational  function,   which  are  in  some  mea- 
sure converted  into    programs  of  direct  service  to  the  communi- 
ties adjacent  to  tlie  cam[  js,   would  be  considerably  less.      In  order 
to  grow  to  12,500  students,   we  need  the  land  at  the  end  of  the  cam- 
pus for  College  V  and  one  more  multi-purpose  building. 

2.     On  campus -liousing  would  not  be  popular  and  would  not  be  economically 
feasible. 

We  believe  that,  no  matter  how  attractive  and  expensively  constructed 

on-campus  housing  might  be,  the  rate  of  occupancy  in  the  buildings  would  be 

low.    For  a  variety  of  reasons,  it  has  been  the  experience  on  campus  after 

campus  that  occupancy  rates  on  campus  have  fallen;  that  students  have  moved 

to  less  desirable,  more  expensive  living  quarters  in  order  to  escape  the  con- 

fines  of  institutional  living.    We  believe  that  the  end -of-the -point  location  for 

student    housing  on  Columbia  Point,  segreated  as  it  is  from  all  non-campus 

facilities,  would  be  even  more  frustating  to  students  than  most  on-campus 

housing  at  other  universities.    The  isolation  which  residents  of  the  Columbia 

Point  Housing  Project  find  oppressive  would  be  felt  at  least  equally  by  students 

living  on  the  end  of  the  peninsula,  cut  off  from  everytliing  but  the  ocean  by 

campus  buildii^s.    Students  simply  would  not  want  to  live  in  land's  end  dom- 

itories.    Tlie  unpopularity  of  the  location  would  also  magnify  the  problem  of 
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the  cost  of  such  housrng.    Even  if  the  Legislature  v/ere  to  agree  to  under- 
%vrite  tlie  special  construction  costs  of  building  dormitories  on  tlie  campus, 
v/e  fear  that  the  probable  high  vacancy  rate  in  the  buildings  would  force 
rents  so  high  tliat  they  v/ould  cease  to  be  competitive  with  the  more  attrac- 
tive living  situations  off- campus. 

3.      On-campus  student  housing  v;ould  tend  to  exacerbate,  not  relieve,  the 
housing  impact  in  Dorchester. 

The  Task  Force  Report  pomts  out  that  the  great  majorit^^  of  students 
interested  in  on-campus  housing  are  younger  (up  to  22)  and  are  more  likely 
to  be  those  who  now  live  at  home.    Such  students  are  those  \viiose  ideas  on 
the  advantages  of  campus  housing  are  substantially  connected  with  the  normal 
desire  for  increased  independence  from  their  family  situations,  and  for  v;hom 
residence  in  University  housing  is  a  step  toward  complete  independence.  These 
stud'-nts  are,  therefore,  those  v/ho  are  most  likely  to  grow  dissatisfied  with 
the  conditions  of  life  in  university  on-campus  housing,  or  to  become  interested 
in  the  nearby  community  life  after^a  short  period  of  time,  and  so  to  continue 
their  move  to  independence  by  seeking  housing  not  associated  with  on-campus 
life.    Given  the  explicit  recognition  of  the  Task  Force  Report  that,  no  matter 
what  the  campus  might  do  in  the  way  of  on-campus  housing,  substantial  num- 
ber'^ of  students  \dn  live  in  Dorchester  and  its  adjoming  communities, _v,;e  believe 
that  these  students  would  provide  for  students  living  in  on-campus  housing  a 
ready  model  of  completely  independent  life.  Hence,  we  believe,  the   length  of 
tenancy  in  on-campus  housing  would  be  relatively  short,  and  the  on-campus 
housing  would  serve  to  funnel  students  into  the  communities  close  to  the 

Columbia  I'oint  campus. 

Furthermore,  the  establishment  of  a  high  concentration  of  students,  even 
in  relative  isolation  at  the  end  of  the  Columbia  Point  peninsula,  would  tend  to 
create  a  concentrated  demand  for  specifically  student-oriented  services  in  the 
communities  directly  adjacent  to   the  Campus,  which  would  both  change  those 
areas  substantially  and  would  make  them  an  even  more  attractive  place  for 
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students  to  congregate  who  are  not  living  in  on-campus  housing.    Thus, 
in  addition  to  the  direct  funneling  of  students  into  Dorcliester,  we  fear 
that  on-campus  housing  would  indirectly  increase  the  attractiveness  for 
students  of  the  areas  adjacent  to  the  campus. 

4.      The  building  of  exculsively  student  housing  on  the  campus  would  create  1 
in  a  small  space  ^he  Columbia  Point  Peninsula)  two  fundamentally  different 
housing  situations  for  two  fundamentally  different  communities,  and  so  would 
tend  to  increase  tensions  between  tlie  members,  of  the  Campus,  community 
and  the  residents  of  the  hosuing  project.    These  tensions  would  be  increased 
as  students  in  significant  numbers  began  to  use,  and  so  to  change,  the  services 
provided  in  the  Bay  side  Mall  and  other  locations  near  the  Campus. 

These  concerns  not  v/ithstanding,   we  believe  that  the  University  should 
not  foreclose  at  this  time  all  possibility  of  buOding  housing  in  some  form  on 
or  near  the  Campus;  we  believe  that  the  University  should  remain  open  to  the 
possibility  that,  should  good-faith  negotiation  with  community  groups  fail  to 
produce  the  pattern  of  dispersed  impact  that  we  recommend  elsewhere,  a 
limited  number  of  housing  units  might  be  constructed  on  or  near  the  Campus. 

We  see  two  possible  models  for  such  construction.    The  first  might  involve 
a  limited  number  of  units  on  the  site  formerly  designated  for  College  VI,    de- 
signed not  only  for  student  but  also  for  faculty  and  staff;  negotiations  with  com- 
munity groups  might  produce  a  plan  for  non-university  residents  to  share  such 
housing.    We  again  repeat,  however,  that  we  consider  such  a  possibility  undesir- 
able and  acceptable  only  as  a  "last  resort",  that  any  housing  built  on  the  College 
VI  site    --  or  anyv/here,  for  that  matter    should  under  no  circumstances   be 
student-only  housing,  and  that  such  construction  should  be  considered  only  as 
a  part  of  the  much  more  general  pattern  developed  by  the  community  and  by 
the  University  jointly  to  improve  the  housing  situation  in  Dorchester. 
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A  second  possibility  for  housing  students  and  involving  new  construc- 
tion on  or  near  tlie  Campus  might  be  cooperative  efforts  between   the 
University  and  the  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project  community.    We  have 
specifically  opposed  any  take-over  by  the  University  of  the  Housing  Project, 
and  we  oppose  the  Mayor's  Office  plan  for  sending  students  to  fill  current 
vacancies  in  the  Project.    We  instead  recommended  that   the  University 
agree  to  assist  the  residents  of  the  Project  at  their  request  in  those  ways 
that  it  is  most  able  and  competent  to  do  so.    Should  the  residents  of  the 
Project,  therefore,  find  that  the  construction  of  joint  student -community 
housing  on  the  City  land  adjacent  to  the  Project  (by  the  pumping  station),  or 
else\",tiere,  would  assist  them  in  improving  the  housing  situation  in   the  • 
Project,  then  the  University  should  cooperate  actively  with  such  plans. 

Conclusion:  • 


On-campus  student  housing  is  undesirable  and  would  not,  we  believe, 
substantially  improve  the  hosuing  situation  in  the  communities  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  Campus.    The  University  must  not  itself  -  and  must  vigor- 
ously resist  any  attempt  to  be  the  excuse  for  others  to  -  disrupt  the  lives 
of  Columbia  Point  residents.    We  believe,  therefore,  that  the  major  effort 
to  reduce  the  impact  of  the  University  on  the  housing  market  in  Dorchester 
must  involve  the  active  cooperation  of  the  University  and  the  communities 
in  Greater  Boston  that  it  serves;  that  in  such  a  general  effort  some  means 
of  cooperative  housing  construction  involving  the  communities  of  Dorchester 
and  of  Columbia  Point  might  be  fovind,  and  that  as  part  of  that  more  general 
pattern  of  development  the  University  should  remain  open  to  the  possibility 
of  constructing  mixed  housing  on  or  near  the  Campus. 
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Short-term   Ret^ommendations: 

In  order  to  jrelitve  the  short-term  impact  of  students  on  the  Dorchester 
housmg  market, ,  we  recommend  tliat  various  parts  of  the  University  under- 
take the  following  actions: 

.  1.  That  the  Unr.'qrsity  establish  immediately  a  student  housing  office, 
which  woulcV  C' 2ek- out  and  provide  students  v/ith  information  concern- 
ing lov/-cost  Lousing  outside  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  areas 
T>ut    con7eni£n«;Jto  public  transportation. 

2.  In  cooperatiQii  %vith  the  housing  office,  a  transportation  office  (Or  an 
administrator/with  a  major  responsibility  in  this  area)  should  be 
established  to  review  existing  public  transpor  tation  arrajigements 
and  to  recommend  improved  service,  such  as  express  buses,  to 
those  areas  outside  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  which  prove  to  be 
especially  attractive  to  students. 

3.  The  Univercity. should  engage  in  a  substantial  effort  to  discourage 
students  from  moving  to  Dorchester.    The  housing  oflice  recommended 
above  should  not  accept  rental  ads  for  apartments  in  the  high -impact 
area,  and  sHould  not  provide  students  with  information  concerning 
housing  in.Dorcljegter  except  to  recommend  against  living  there.  Most 
important, -hovrever,  in  the  effort  to  discourage  students  from  living 

in  Dorchester  is  peer-group  pressure,  and  so  we  recommend  that  the 
Student  Affairs  Committees  of  the  Assembly,  and  of  each  college, 
undertake,  e>U:ensive  efforts  to  persuade  students  to  live  elsev/here, 
and  to  assist  the  University  in  identifying  and  m.aking  attractive  hous- 
ing outside  the -hlgji-impact  areas. 

4.  Those  programs  in  the  University  vAich  include  field  placement  for 
students  should  exert  special  effort  to  locate  students  in  community 
agencies  which  seek  to  ameliorate  the  University's  impact  on  the 
Dorchester  housing  market,  i.e. ,  those  agencies  charged  with  en- 
forcemcnt  of  housing  codes  and  other  regulatory  or  monitoring  activ- 
ities.  v.:      . 
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SUMMARY  OF  CAMPUS  IMPACT  STUDY  GROUP  RECOMMENDATIONS 


TRANSPORTATION 

The  University  will  encourage  tlie  use  of  mass  transit  as  opposed 
to  automobiles  as  the  primary  means  of  access  to  the  Columbia  Point 
campus.     This  policy  v/ill  be  supported  by  the  following  actions: 
1^        Free  shuttle  service  between  the  Columbia  Point   Campus  and 
those  rapid  transit  points  affording  best  connection,    utilization  of  ex- 
isting MBTA  services  and  terminal  facilities  and  minimizing  inconve- 
nience to  regular  transit  users. 

2.       Parking  fees  set  at  a  relatively  high  level  to  discourage  automo- 
bile access.      Future  modification  of  these  fees  be  based  upon  consider- 
ations of  increasing  student  access  to  the  campus  and  diminishing  the 
impact  of  tlie  University  on  housing  in  the  high  impact  area. 
3^.       Parlcing  fees  be  used  to  finance  shuttle  service  with  any  excess 
income  used  to  encourage  mass  transit  use,   as  for  example  in  sub- 
sidizing MBTA  fares  and/or  the  use  of  outlying  MBTA  parking  lots. 

4.       Discourage  on-street  parking  by  working  with  local  communities 
and  the  city  of  .Boston  to  strictly  enforce  parking  regulations. 

5^.       Reduce  impact  of  University  students,    staff  and  faculty  on  road 
and  mass  transit  system  by  scheduling  classes  to  avoid  commuting  us- 
age at  peak  times. 

6.  Competitive  evaluation  of  both  private  and  public  bus  systems. 

7.  Establish  an  Office  of  Transportation  to  coordinate  and  manage  the 
following  activities: 

a.  Shuttle  bus  operations 

b.  Orientation  of  the  University  community  to  transportation 
alternatives 

c.  Ride-placement/consolidation  planning  (short  and  long  term) 

8.  Insure  effective  security  for  individuals  usir>i  mass  transit  facili- 
ties. 
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9.  Actively  and  strenuously  support  efforts  to  secure  signalization  of 
the  arterial  road  system  at  key  intersection  prior  to  tlie  campus  opening. 

10.  Actively  support  tlie  development  of  an  off-grade  rapid  transit  con- 
nection between  Columbia  Station  and  the  campus  with  the  capacity  for 
serving  Columbia  Point  residents  and  supporting  future  community  develop- 
ment plans. 

11  .      Do  not  increase  parldng  capacity  beyond   2,  800  spaces  until  further 
analysis  of  parking  patterns  is  completed;  consider  conversion  of  those 
2,  800  spaces  if  excess  capacity  is  demonstrated. 

12 .     Active  analysis  of  commuting  patterns  with  reference  to  improving 
transportation  policies.      This  analysis  should  consider  parking  capacity, 
parking  fees,    off-grade  rapid  transit  link,    bus  shuttle  to  other  MBTA 
transfer  points  and  subsidizing  of  mass  transit  use. 

13  .     An  ongoing  University /community  transportation  planning  committee 
should  be  established. 

14_.     Support  efforts  to  construct  a  Columbia  Station  Quincy  line  stop. 

POLICY 

The  role  of  the  University  is  to  provide  the  highest  quality  edu- 
cational opportunity  in  the  public  system  of  higher  education  to  the  most 
able  portion  of  the  community  served       by  this  system.      Ln  light  of  this 
commitment,   it  is  recommended  that  the  following  actions  be  taken: 
1_.      Find  new  ways  of  identifying  able  students  by  use  of  comprehensive 
and  flexible  definitions  of  academic  promise  that  do  not  exclude  certain 
groups  of  students  from  the  University. 

2.     Emphasize  service  to  the  lower  income  groups  and  undertake  special 
efforts  to  reach  out  and  bring  into  the  University  as  many  minority  stu- 
dents as  possible. 

3^.      Provide  educational  opportunities  for  students  whose  families  reside 
in  the  University  high  impact  areas. 

4.  Ask  the  Legislature  for  a  substantial  increase  in  funds  for  financial 
aid  to  students. 

5.  Increase  significantly  the  allocation  of  University  resources  to  pre- 
matriculation  and  post-matriculation  programs  in  basic  skills. 
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6.  Facilitate  access  to  the  above  progi-ams  on  the  part  of  all  13oston 
area  students. 

7.  Develop  such  programs  in  the  context  of  a  special  commitment  to 
the  high  impact  area. 

8.  Work  cooperatively  with  other  institutions  of  higher  education  to  in- 
sure tliat  a  variety  of  programs  are  available  to  graduates  or  Boston  area 
high  schools. 

9.  Strengthen  areas  of  cooperation  with  the  Boston  Public  Schools  through 
the  Institute  for  Learning  and  Teaching,  which  should  reserve  a  portion  of 
its  resources  to  work  in  the  high  impact  area  schools. 

10 .  Urge  the  appointment  of  an  ex  officio    elected  official  from  the  high 
impact  area  to  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts. 

II  .      The  University'  use  all  possible  influence  to  promote  affirmative 
action  employment  and  business  opportunities;  including  but  not  limited 
to,    such  techniques  as  public  notice  of  employment  opportunities  and  sub- 
contracting for  external  services. 

12.  Work  witli  community  organizations  to  establish  preservice,    Lnservice, 
and  on-the-job  training  for  positions  at  the  University. 

13.  Seek  to  use  local  business  firms,   wherever  possible,    to  provide 
stock  materials,    equipment  and  services  to  the  University. 

HOUSING 

The  substantial  impact  of  the  University  and  its  members  on  the  com- 
munities near  the  Columbia  Point  campus  has  led  to  the  recommendation 
of  the  following  actions: 

1_.  That  the  University  formally  adopt  and  announce  a  pattern  for  growth 
that  follows  the  recommendations  in  this  report  rather  than  the  annual  in- 
crements previously  announced. 

2.  That  the  University  make  a  strong  commitment  to  cooperation  with 
the  efforts  of  any  high  impact  area  organization  wishing  to  develop  housing. 

3.  Endorsement  of  a  Planning  and  Technical  Assistance  Corporation  and 
University  support  of  efforts  to  establish  such  a  corporation. 

4.  Use  the  resources  of  tlie  Office  of  Grant  Development  and  Commun- 
ity Service  to  find  external  funding  for  housing  development  and  the  Plann- 
ing and  Technical  Assistance  Corporation. 


5.  Assignment  of  University  legal  counsel  to  assist  in  incorporation  of 
the  Planning  and  Teclinical  Assistance  Corporation. 

6.  Allocation  of  seed  monies  for  planning  of  the  above  mentioned 
corporation. 

7 .  The  University   should  consider  engaging  in  cooperative  efforts  with 
community  organizations  in  Boston,      Cambridge  and  Quincy  who  wish  to 
provide  low  rent  housing  on  a  mixed  residential  basis. 

8.  The  University  consider  the  establishment  of  learning  and  commun- 
ity service  centers  in  several     Boston  area  communities  as  part  of  an 
effort  to  reduce  tlie  negative  aspects  of  student  impact  on  housing. 

9.  Establishment  of  a  three  part  working  group  of  city/community/ 
University  to  develop  means  to    protect  housing  resources. 

10.  That  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  the  University  of  Massachusetts 
make  a  public  statement  that  the  University  has  no  intention  of  taking 
over  the  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project   for  student  housing. 

U  .     Tliat  communications  and  relationships  between  the  University  and 
^e  Columbia  Point  Housing  Project  be  strengthened  and  that  areas  and 
processes  for  increased  cooperation  be  developed. 

12.     That  the  University  shall  seek  funding  and  technical  assistance  in 
I^eas  of  mutual  concern  for  the  University  and  tlie  Columbia  Point  com- 
munity. 

13_.      That  the  University  be    open 'to  the  consideration  of  the  const  ruc- 
^n  of  joint  community-student  housing  on  city  land  at  Columbia  Point. 
14.     That  the  University  establish  immediately  a  student  housing  office 
W  seek  out  and  provide  students  with  information  on  housing  outside  the 
high  impact  area. 

15_.     That  the  University  should,  engage  in  a  substantial 'effort  to  dis- 
courage students  from  moving  to  the  high  impact  area,    without  taking 
punitive  action. 
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1_.        That  the  Campus  refuse  to  agree  to  move  to  Columbia  Point  until 
tne  I3oard  of  Trustees  adopt  the  housing  policies  proposed  in  this  report 
and  the  short  term  policies  proposed  in  tliis  report,    and  in  order  to  per- 
mit sufficient  indication  for  progress  in  these  areas,    the  University 
should  not    hold  regular  classes  at  the  Columbia  Point  Campus  until 
January,    1974  at  the  earliest. 

2.  That  the  University  should  define  and  make  a  commitment  to  the 
high  impact  area  concept  described  in  this  report. 

3.  Those  programs  in  the  University  which  include  field  placement 
make  a  special  effort  to  make  placements  in  those  community  organiza- 
tions which  seek  to  ameliorate  die  University's  impact  on  housing. 

4.  The  University  use  its  offices  to  find  external  resources  for  con- 
tinuing support  of  Dorchester/Columbia  Point  Task  Force. 

5.  Resources  be  allocated  to  the  Office  of  Grant  Development  and  Conri- 
munity  Service  for  coordination  and  implementation  of  the  recommenda- 
tions made  in  this  report. 

6^.        That  tlie  Campus  Impact  Study  Group  continue  to  exist  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reviev/ing  and  promoting  progress  toward  impleme". ration  of  its 
recommendations  through,    at  least,   January  1974; 

-tliat  a  subcommittee  of  the  CISG  composed  of  six  members 
(two  each  from  the  students,    faculty  and  administration)  be 
constituted  as  a  working  group  to  actively  monitor  develop- 
ments on  behalf  of  the  full  Committee; 

-that  the  full  CISG  meet  monthly  to  receive  progress  reports 
from  the  subcommittee; 

-that,   in  addition  to  the  monthly  meetings,   the  subcommittee 
convene  the  full  CISG  whenever  a  situation  arises  that  re- 
quires action  by  the  full  committee; 

-that  the  CISG  invite  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Task  Force 
to  name  six  people,  including  at  least  representatives  from 

Dorchester  and  Columbia  Point,  to  form,  together  with  the 
subcommittee  of  the  CISG,  a  CISG-Community  Working  Group  to 

monitor  progress  toward  implementation  of  the  CISG  

recommendations; 

that,    in  addition  to  its  general  responsibilities,    the  CISG- 
Community  Working  Group  have  specific  responsibility  for 
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participation  in  the  development  of  policies  governing  the 
follov/ing: 

-establishment  and  operations  of  the  transporta- 
tion office; 

-establishment  and  operations  of  the  housing 
office; 

-activities  of  the  Office  of  Grant  Development 
and  Community  Services  in  coordinating  Campus 
activities  related  to  CISC  recommendations; 
that  the  functions  of  the  housing  office  and  the  transportation  office  be 
established  no  later  than  June  1,   1973  --  through  appropriate  assignments 
to  established  offices  and  personnel  --  and  that  whatever  additional  posi- 
tions are  needed  to  fully  implement  these  functions  be  allocated  as  soon 
as  the  FY  1974  budget  permits. 
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CONCURRING      STATEMENT 


We  support  t±ie  CISC  Report  as  the  first  coherent,  constructive  response  of 
tills  University  to  the  critical  problems  it  is  generating  in  Dorchester  and  Columbia 
Point,  These  recommendations  constitute  the  minimum  feasible  long-term  program 
to  avert  the  virtual  destruction  of  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Community.  It  is 
absolutely  essential  that  they  be  implemented  in  the  swiftest  and  most  conscientious 
manner. 

The  CISC  has  recognized,  however,  tliat  adequate  measures  cannot  be  taken 
between  now  andSeptember,  1973  to  deal  with  the  immediate  effects  of  the  Columbia 
Point  Campus  on  the  Dorchester  housing  situation.    The  CISC  has,  therefore,  recom- 
mended a  postponement  of  the  move  until  at  least  1974.    Ln  fact,  a  considerably  longer 
delay  is  absolutely  necessary  to  permit  the  Community,  the  University,  and  the  appro- 
priate public  agencies  to  deal  adequately  with  the  housing  crisis  that  is  even  now  mani- 
fest in  the  Dorchester  Community.    Good  recommendations  in  themselves  will  not 
shelter  the  growing  number  of  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  residents  driven  from  their 
homes  as  a  direct  consequence  of  the  University's  relocation.    It  is  these  people,  above 
all,  with  whom  we  must  keep  faith  -  even  to  the  point  of  personal  and  institutional  sac- 
rifices.   We  cannot  both  commit  the  University  to  a  serious,  far-reaching  implemen- 
tation of  its  responslbnity  to  the  Dorchester-Columbia  Point  Community  and  simultan- 
eously condone  the  suffering  and  dislocation  attendant  upon  a  premature  move. 

It  is  for  these  reasons  that  we  go  beyond  the  CISC  Report  to  emphasize,  in  the 
strongest  terms,  that  the  Columbia  Point  Campus  must  remain  closed  not  just  until 
January,   1974,  but  until  it  can  open  without  inflicting  substantial  hardships  upon  the 
people  of  Dorchester-Columbia  Point.    This  position,  it  must  be  understood,  is  not 
a  rejection  of  the  spirit  or  the  particulars  of  the  CISG  Report.    It  is,  however,  an 
indictment  of  those  in  the  University  whose  previous  unwillingness  to  respond  ade- 
quately to  the  Dorchester -Columbia  Point  Community  has  brought  us  all  to  the  brink 
of  confrontation  and  disaster. 

Douglas  Sherman 
Douglas  Clifford 
Eileen  Mahoney 
Larry  Fitch 
Sandra  Brant 
Charles  C.     Snyder 
Reginal  Cagle 
Peter  Shelnfeld 
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